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TUC - left revives 



Tony Blair: can be isolated and defeated 


O n September 10, the Financial 
Times promised us that Tony Blair 
would have to “try to face down 
intense trade union opposition to a mili¬ 
tary strike against Iraq" in his speech that 
day to the Trades Union Congress. The 
next day, it reported that the prime minis¬ 
ter had “turned on the charm ... and es¬ 
caped a predicted clash with the trade 
unions”. In fact he milked the horrors of 
September 11 and reminded his audiance 
of their collective failure before the chal¬ 
lenge of Thatcher’s Tories. 

Blair successfully sidestepped a spat 
and left Blackpool without a mauling 
from conference floor. Yes, he was lis¬ 
tened to in a rather loud silence and over 
a third of conference did not join in with 
the mandatory standing ovation. But 
this was of comparatively minor con¬ 
cern. Far more significant was the seri¬ 
ous embarrassment averted on the first 
day. A motion opposing military action 
outright was narrowly defeated by the 
block votes of the right and centre in 
favour of one demanding UN sanction 
for an attack - carefully cobbled together 
by the GMB’s lohn Edmonds. Al¬ 
though even this declares its “unam¬ 
biguous opposition” to unilateral action 
by the US or any other country. As Blair 
aides said later, he “could live with” the 
compromise formula ( The Times Sep¬ 
tember 10). 

Interestingly, congress delivered a re¬ 
buke to high-decibel militancy in the form 
of Bob Crow, the leader of the RMT. He 
was rejected for a place on the TUC gen¬ 
eral council. Mick Rix of Aslef also saw a 
sharp decline in his support, scraping 
home in tenth position out of the 11 re¬ 
served for smaller unions. Last year, he 
came second. Similarly, the vote to recon¬ 
firm the TUC’s pro-euro stance (see be¬ 
low) was a defeat for the left. 

So on these three fronts at least, it looks 
like not too bad a TUC for the Labour 
leader. But to conclude from this that 
there are not rumblings of revolt in the 
labour movement would be very wrong. 
There is a growing disaffection in the 
ranks of the organised working class with 
the performance of Labour in power. 
Openly pro-Blairite trade union officials 
are now virtually unelectable. The trade 
union bureaucracy is shifting to the left. 
Where there was once almost total pros¬ 
tration before New Labour, now there is 
a clearly defined left minority. 

The results of congress are complex. 
Battle looks set to be joined around four 
issues: 

• Anti-trade union laws - the first day of 
congress adopted a series of demands 
against all the Tories’ anti-trade union 
laws that - if actively fought for - would 
inevitably mean sharp confrontation with 
the government. 

• Pensions - fast becoming the main con¬ 
cern of many workers. Such is the level 
of disaffection with the bosses’ blatant 


pilfering of pension funds that even TUC 
general secretary Monks - arch¬ 
collaborationist and moderate - told a 
pensioners’ rally on September 8 that 
British workers were facing “the biggest 
robbery that we have seen since World 
War II in terms of pay and conditions”. 

Monks told the gathering that he sup¬ 
ported strikes against this rip-off such 
as the current dispute with Caparo, the 
steel producer owned by Labour peer 
Lord Paul. Ominously for the govern¬ 
ment, Monks comments that “some 
people like to divide the trade unions 
into moderates and militants. Let me tell 
you we are all militants when it comes 
to defending and advancing pension 
rights.” A CBI survey shows that a third 
of large employers are considering 
scrapping or have already scrapped fi¬ 
nal salary pension schemes and pen¬ 
sions are being described as Blair’s 
potential “poll tax” by Mick Leahy, 
leader of the Iron and Steel Trades Con¬ 
federation, the main trade union in¬ 
volved in the Caparo dispute. 

• Privatisation - last year, after the terror¬ 
ist attacks on the US congress closed 
early. The curtailment meant that TUC 
policy on the privatisation issue re¬ 
mained that formulated by a pre-con¬ 
gress general council meeting - a 
‘wait-and-see’ fudge based on a commit¬ 
ment to “a grown-up dialogue” with the 
government, a “genuine partnership” - 
the usual nonsense. This year, the unani¬ 
mous support for composite motion 


number 8 considerably beefed up the 
trade unions’ approach. This harder po¬ 
sition undoubtedly more accurately re¬ 
flects the mood in the movement. 

• the euro - ironically, the shift to the left 
in the leadership of some important un¬ 
ions has brought their views more in line 
with the narrow nationalist right. As 
Rupert Murdoch’s flagship The Times 
comments, “union sentiment, once ide¬ 
alistically sympathetic to the single cur¬ 
rency, has swung towards a more 
sensible, reserved position” (September 
9). In the last debate of the day on Sep¬ 
tember 11, conference voted by 3.5 mil¬ 
lion to 2.3 million to “press the case for 
positive support for UK membership of 
the single currency”, rejecting a chal¬ 
lenge from the left. 

Despite this defeat, opponents of en¬ 
try such as Bill Morris (TGWU), Dave 
Prentis (Unison), and the leadership of 
the RMT and FBU mounted a serious 
challenge to the pro-euro consensus - 
even if on the basis of deeply flawed left 
reformist politics. The recently elected 
joint general secretary of Amicus, Derek 
Simpson, is also anti-euro and has indi¬ 
cated that his union might withdraw fund¬ 
ing from pro-euro groups if his members 
reverse the union’s current stance. So 
troubles ahead for Blair, despite this vote. 

• Iraq - Blair has conceded ground. Par¬ 
liament will be recalled on September 24, 
just after the publication of the much 
heralded dossier detailing Saddam’s mili¬ 
tary capabilities. Before countenancing 


action, Blah promised in his conference 
speech to work “through and with the 
United Nations”. Significantly though, 
he stopped short of meeting the call of 
the conference resolution passed on 
September 9 demanding action could 
only be sanctioned after agreement by 
the UN. The looming war with Iraq re¬ 
mains a potentially huge flashpoint with 
the union leaders, reflecting a deep scep¬ 
ticism amongst the mass of British peo¬ 
ple about the prospect of war on 
Saddam. 

The scale of opposition to the war 
clearly shocked the more Blair-loyal bu¬ 
reaucrats in Blackpool - and perhaps 
augurs well for the left at the Labour Party 
conference at the end of the month. Votes 
representing some 2.4 million trade un¬ 
ionists (40% of the movement) back the 
‘intransigent’ position. As the Financial 
Times observed, the vote “demonstrated 
the growing strength of the ‘awkward 
squad’ generation of union leaders, a 
group of leftwingers that is prepared to 
openly defy both the government and 
the TUC’s own moderate wing” (Sep¬ 
tember 10). 

But significantly, even the moderates 
are clearly marking out territory to the left 
of Labour and talking tough to a govern¬ 
ment perceived of as offering little to the 
movement. The fact that the left was so 
visible and vocal at this year’s conference 
is a straw in the wind. The growing 
Bolshieness accounts for the annual 
congress actually being taken more seri¬ 


ously than for many years by both the 
government and the bourgeois media. 

However, two clouds still darken the 
sky. First, the events of September 11 and 
its political fallout continue to cast a 
shadow over all contemporary politics. 
In many ways, this was the TUC we 
should have had last year if the terrorist 
outrage in the US had not happened. 
Twelve months ago, the TUC general 
council seized on the suicide attacks to 
quickly close congress proceedings. 
Delegates were geared up to give the 
government a rough ride. As Derek 
Hunter commented in the Weekly Worker 
at the time, “Things had been showing 
clear signs of moving to the left and of 
reflecting dissatisfaction with the sec¬ 
ond-term Blair government. Here was the 
first domestic casualty of imperialism’s 
‘war against terrorism’ (September 20 
2001 ). 

Second, the ‘dark years’ of the Tories 
is still an active agent of fear - a fact that 
Blair is not shy of using for his own ends. 
The PM was blunt. Turn your back on 
what he chooses to call “partnership”, 
he told congress, and you are out in the 
cold: “It happened before: in 1948, in 
1969, in 1979. The result then was the 
folding of a Labour government and the 
return of a Tory government. Not this 
time. It will just be less influence with the 
Labour government.” 

Despite recent victories for the left, Blair 
still feels confident enough to one- 
sidedly dictate the terms of the “partner¬ 
ship” with the unions: ‘My way or the 
highway,’ he is still telling us. 

The revival of militancy in the unions 
- even if it has not translated into statis¬ 
tically significant mass strikes and pro¬ 
tests yet - is welcome. However, clearly 
this mood lacks any real political coher¬ 
ence - where is the Socialist Alliance as 
an active, shaping factor? The fact that 
‘Red’ Charles Kennedy of the Liberal 
Democrats addressed the conference - 
and was able to pose markedly to the left 
of Blair - indicates the political confusion 
in the workers’ movement at present. 

We must get our act together, prima¬ 
rily through the building of Socialist Al¬ 
liance fractions in the unions. Left talk 
from trade union officials is one thing. 
Action another. The mood exists for us 
to move forward. The political context 
also exists, with the government seem¬ 
ingly set on pursuing a deeply unpopu¬ 
lar war abroad and discredited policies 
such as large-scale privatisation at home. 
And in the European Union the interna¬ 
tional conditions exist, with a mighty and 
undefeated working class beginning to 
set its own agenda: Brussels, Paris, 
Rome, Seville. 

We are seeing the left beginning to stir 
in the trade unions and the Labour Party 
itself. So now, where is the revolution¬ 
ary left? • 

Mark Fischer 
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Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


No gossip sheet 

I do agree with Marcus Strom’s main ar¬ 
guments for a Socialist Alliance paper 
(Weekly Worker September 5). Of course 
socialists should be involved in working 
class struggles, as stated by “Unrecon¬ 
structed Trot” (whatever that is!) in the 
Letters page, but unless we leant from the 
experience of these struggles by discuss¬ 
ing them openly in a workers’ paper, the 
lessons for future struggles will be lost. 

Take Arthur Scargill and the miners’ 
strike - a magnificent workers’ stmggle if 
ever there was one. Yet when trying to 
build a new socialist party as an alterna¬ 
tive to New Labour Arthur turns up at 
file Socialist Labour Party annual con¬ 
gress with 3,000 votes in bis back pocket 
to bureaucratically vote through all the 
policies he wants. What has he and what 
have the working class learned from the 
miners’ strike? What would Trotsky or 
even Lenin say about it? I think we can 
guess about Stalin. We need to discuss 
these issues openly, even to go back to 
file miners’ strike and examine how it was 
conducted in order to get things right the 
next time. This means a serious working 
class paper. 

Marcus goes astray in some of his ar¬ 
guments about the SA in my opinion and 
these detract from his case for an SA 
paper rather than strengthen it. For ex¬ 
ample he says the SA was an accident 
of history, scratched out of Dave Nellist’s 
head. In fact the first SA in Coventry 
grew out of a political fight in the local 
Labour Party over the 1992 general elec¬ 
tion. This was the culmination of die left- 
right battles throughout the 1980s. 

There were two Independent Labour 
candidates who stood in the general elec¬ 
tion - Dave Nellist, who had been expelled 
from file Labour Party as a member of 
Militant, and John Hughes, a member of 
file Campaign Group of MPs who had 
been ballot-rigged (according to the lo¬ 
cal paper and police) from his position. 
There were two election campaigns 
which were quite separate. There was a 
witch-hunt against members of both 
these campaigns led by a local rightwing 
councillor, Neil Rider, who had only re¬ 
cently joined the Labour Party after 15 
years in the Communist Party of Britain - 
it seems he hated Trots even above capi¬ 
talists. He took it upon himself to video 
comrades on stalls and photograph post¬ 
ers in comrades’ windows. As a result of 
his evidence 130 members of the Labour 
Party were expelled - the active members 
of the left. 

The Coventry Socialist Alliance came 
about from the combination of the two 
election campaigns and from the 130 
comrades who had been expelled. Most 
of these were independents and not 
members of Militant. This is true of left 
activists in the Labour Party throughout 
the struggles of the 1980s: the vast ma¬ 
jority were independents and not mem¬ 
bers of any group. This is a point to bear 
in mind when describing independents 
in the S A who are in a minority and about 
whom Marcus is very scathing. 

I have discussed with some of the 130 
expelled comrades who now won’t have 
anything to do with the SA. After the 
Socialist Party departed on December 1 
2001 I was told: ‘What did you expect? 
You’re dealing with the Militant. They 
operated the same way in the broad left 
of the Labour Party in the 1980s - either 
they dominate an organisation or they 
break it up. They do not know how to 
work with other people or other organi¬ 
sations. The SWP - they are just the 
same - look at file Anti-Nazi League.’ 

In other words the experience that 
these comrades have of left groups is one 
of sectarian and bureaucratic behaviour. 
I would say that there are far more inde¬ 
pendent socialists who have similar ex¬ 
periences than there are members of left 


groups. They might join a party like the 
Scottish Socialist Party, but are very wary 
of the SA for good reasons. To call them 
soft reformists - as against the granite- 
hard revolutionaries of the left groups - 
seems to me to miss the point. An SA 
paper could help to clear the air and break 
down the sectarian and bureaucratic 
barriers. 

In fact what is amazing is that there are 
any independents in the SA at all. It is 
rather like Oscar Wilde’s description of a 
second marriage - the triumph of hope 
over experience. 

The SP involvement with the Socialist 
Alliance started in 1996, when Arthur 
Scargill began to build the SLP in prepa¬ 
ration for the 1997 general election. This 
same point was made by Hairy Paterson 
in an article some time ago in the Weekly 
Worker. When it became clear that 
Arthur was not going to allow the SP into 
the SLP, the SP tried to stop independ¬ 
ent lefts joining the SLP by setting up 
socialist forums in the areas where they 
had some influence. I can remember 
Dave Nellist coming to a Coventry So¬ 
cialist Alliance meeting and proposing 
that the SP, the SA and some Socialist 
Movement comrades form a Coventry 
Socialist Forum. I asked him why we 
needed a forum when we already had an 
alliance. At that point the Coventry SA 
was run by independents. All the SP and 
SM comrades had to do was to join the 
alliance: we were not a party. The SP did 
join the alliance and started setting up 
alliances and forums elsewhere. 

Marcus says the SP played the SA 
“pretty much with a dead bat”. That is 
exactly what they did and explains file 
amateurism and other features that Mar¬ 
cus notes about file SA of that time. It 
was a deliberate policy on the part of the 
SP. They could have taken the route of 
the SSP in Scotland, but they chose quite 
consciously not to. The change in the 
SA came, as Marcus rightly points out. 
from the London SA’s fight to organise 
around the Greater London Assembly 
elections and then the general election 
after that. This was not an initiative from 
the SP or from the national Liaison Com¬ 
mittee of the SA, as far as I am aware, 
because the SP would not have wanted 
such an initiative. 

The fact is nobody would have known 
all this unless details of internal deci¬ 
sions and reports from the branches had 
not been published regularly in the 
Weekly Worker. When I told comrades 
in Coventry SA that I had read Scottish 
Militant had split from Taaffe and were 
setting up the SSP and later that the 
Merseyside branch had left the SP, no¬ 
body would believe me, because the SP 
always behaved as though Dave Nellist, 
Tommy Sheridan and Cathy Gibson were 
all singing from the same hymn sheet 
when clearly they were not. 

Is the Weekly Worker a gossip sheet 
and sectarian stirrer? I think not. Political 
activists need to know what is going on 
and have a frank and honest assessment. 
Smarm and bullshit can only be short¬ 
term methods. Differences need to be 
smoked out and acknowledged. 

Dave Spencer 
Coventry 

Resistance futile 

The International Socialist Group/Social¬ 
ist Solidarity Network initiative for a new 
paper around their meagre forces is an 
“open and inclusive” project for “crea¬ 
tive Marxism” in the mind’s eye of our 
friends Alan Thomett and Phil Hearse. 

The editorial board is open to anyone 
who supports the initial statement from 
the ISG/SSN (oh, except for those in the 
CPGB). Even the name of the paper. Re¬ 
sistance, “is a working title for the new 
paper - a final decision on file name has 
yet to be taken”. 

How generous of them. However, is it 
just me, or do other people think it a bit 
previous of them that on the support slip 
for the new paper in this month’s Social¬ 


ist Outlook it asks that cheques be made 
out to ... Resistance ? 

No final decision made? How inclu¬ 
sive. 

Doug Green 

London 

Avoiding a fight 

My article ‘Foot for mayor’ in last week’s 
paper wrongly stated that Liz Davies had 
proposed changing Hackney SA “ro¬ 
settes, leaflets, etc” to red, green and 
purple. In fact her proposal was just to 
change the colour of die rosettes. 

However, as this is clearly a political 
proposal - to make us look more green 
and feminist - the logic is to change all 
our material to reflect this. It is good that 
the SWP voted against the proposal, but 
a shame that the only way they felt able 
to do this was by proposing a badge in¬ 
stead. They went to such pains to avoid 
a public argument with Liz Davies on the 
question that they missed the opportu¬ 
nity to make clear that for them the work¬ 
ing class - whose traditional colour of 
struggle is red - is the agency for the ef¬ 
fective fight for human liberation on all 
fronts. 

Anne Me Shane 

Hackney 

Non-political ANL 

It’s not the ANL’s job to be political; it is 
an organisation for the explicit purpose 
of anti-racist activism (‘Good music, weak 
politics’ Weekly Worker September 5). 

So the ‘Love music, hate racism’ car¬ 
nival was very successful because it did 
what it set out to do - which was to show 
popular opposition to the BNP and other 
racists. If the politics were weak, it was 
only the responsibility of those groups 
which didn’t show up, not the ANL’s. 

I do agree, though, that the Socialist 
Alliance needs a paper. 

Laurie McCauley 
email 

Incoherent ANL 

The organisers of the carnival claim 
30,000 attended. I was there and there 
were nowhere near that number. 

Another sad aspect of the occasion 
was the incoherent rants from ANL or¬ 
ganisers between the acts. One was in a 
fit of rage about the cover of The Ob¬ 
server magazine. “Do you know who’s 
on the front of The Observer today?” she 
began. At the end of her speech she 
ripped up the magazine without ever 
getting round to saying who was actu¬ 
ally on the cover. Another one urged us 
to go to Burnley and “close down the 
BNP bookshop”. There is no BNP book¬ 
shop in Burnley. 

This sort of thing gets the anti-fascist 
cause nowhere. 

Steve Turner 

email 

Israel-Palestine 

I am happy that Rabbi Sacks has made 
public his views about Israel ( Weekly 
Worker September 5). Personally, I would 
have been much more critical, as I’m sure 
all of you would, of the Israeli govern¬ 
ment. 

He also made some interesting com¬ 
ments about pluralism in a recent Guard¬ 
ian article, saying that he hears “echoes 
of the voice of god when listening to 
muslims, Christians and others” - a theme 
he draws upon in his book, the one you 
are selling on your website. It is good that 
the man who is seen by many to be the 
representative of all British jews has this 
stance. 

But to me, as a British jew in the pro¬ 
gressive, liberal movement of Judaism, I 
can treat his comments with nothing but 
cynicism and contempt. Rabbi Sacks 
refuses to recognise me as jewish be¬ 
cause I am part of the progressive move¬ 
ment. He sees only orthodoxy as true 


Judaism, orthodoxy that has some sex¬ 
ist and homophobic elements. To Sacks, 
who has made it clear that Judaism is 
about compassion and not oppressing 
other people, the fundamentalist, murder¬ 
ous maniac, Baruch Goldstein, is jewish, 
but I am not. How can he, in good con¬ 
science, embrace other religions when he 
refuses to fully embrace his own? 

I think we should be careful about the 
amount of praise we shower on this man. 
Comrade Bernal does indeed praise 
Sacks, saying that he may be “giving 
courage to jews across the world”. 
Maybe so. But only jews that pass his 
entry test. 

Daniel Randall 
email 

Case-sensitive 

Why do you persist in the strange habit 
of printing the word ‘Jew’ in lower case? 
The only other instances I’ve come 
across of this usage of ‘jew’ in lower 
case is in fire ravings of anti-semites. That 
you do the same with ‘Muslim’ and 
‘Christian’, and for that matter ‘God’, 
doesn’t make file practice any better. It 
comes across as merely a gratuitous in¬ 
sult to people to whom these words 
matter deeply. 

Either justify it, or junk it. 

Ken MacLeod 
email 

Kiwi left 

This is to inform you of some recent 
political developments in New Zealand. 
At the end of July, elections here saw 
Labour returned as the largest party in 
parliament. Previously it held 49 seats in 
file 120-member parliament and was in a 
coalition with the social democratic Alli¬ 
ance party (10 seats), supported from 
outside government by the Greens 
(seven seats). 

Earlier this year the Alliance imploded. 
This was partly due to differences over 
file war in Afghanistan, but more gener¬ 
ally over the party MPs’ tailing of Labour. 
The Alliance was losing its branding in 
the process and running within the mar¬ 
gin of error in opinion polls. At the same 
time. Labour was riding very high in the 
polls, at 55%, and its leader, prime minis¬ 
ter Helen Clark, saw a chance to go for a 
Labour majority and called an early elec¬ 
tion. Once campaigning began, Labour 
support fell off, and they ended up with 
52 seats. 

The former leader of the Alliance and 
outgoing deputy prime minister, Jim 
Anderton, had fomied a new outfit, the 
Progressive Coalition, consisting essen¬ 
tially of file right wing of the Alliance. 
They won two seats and went into coa¬ 
lition. This minority government then did 
a deal with the United Future NZ party, 
led by rightwing 1980s Labour MP Peter 
Dunne. His party, which has barely reg¬ 
istered in voters’ minds since it was set 
up just before the 1996 elections, sub¬ 
stantially increased its support on the 
back of Dunne’s appearance in a lead¬ 
ers’ debate on TV, and ended up with 
eight MPs. 

The Greens lost their one constituency 
seat, but due to the party vote increased 
their representation to nine seats. The 
ACT party, self-styled champions of the 
‘free’ market, maintained its vote and 
took nine seats, all thanks to the party 
vote. 

NZ First, a party that is based on two 
interesting constituencies - Maori and 
pensioners - and which was in coalition 
with National in the late 1990s, sharply 
increased its support. While it plum¬ 
meted in 1999 and was almost electorally 
wiped out, as the coalition with National 
unravelled, it almost tripled its support 
this time around on a platform of oppo¬ 
sition to the Treaty of Waitangi, indus¬ 
try and immigration and a call for tougher 
law and order policies. 

Apart from the Alliance, the big loser 
of the election was the National Party, the 


traditional conservative party since 1935. 
It scored its worst result ever, and the 
worst result for the chief conservative 
party since 1901. National lost a dozen 
seats and now has a mere 27 MPs. Es¬ 
sentially, with Labour in NZ occupying 
the same kind of ground as the Blairites, 
the conventional Tory parties in both 
countries have been wrong-footed and 
pushed to the margins. 

The electoral obliteration of the Alli¬ 
ance confirms the argument made by 
Revolution magazine since we began in 
1997 - that there is no longer a material 
basis or political space for social democ¬ 
racy. The NZ Labour Party has been 
transformed into a liberal middle class 
party that manages the system and is cur¬ 
rently backed by NZ capital. The rem¬ 
nants of old-style social democracy 
grouped in file Alliance have just been 
annihilated. 

Supporters of Revolution joined with 
file Workers Party to form the Anti-Capi¬ 
talist Alliance just before the elections. 
Although our forces are tiny, we have 
now signed up about 150 paper members 
nationally. We stood four candidates in 
the elections - modest as this is, it is the 
most significant left electoral intervention 
here in several decades! Our candidates 
scored small votes, but in the seats where 
we ran we averaged 20-25% of the vote 
scored by Alliance candidates - and that 
is a pally which had 10 MPs. plenty of 
TV coverage and hundreds of thou¬ 
sands of dollars of state funding in re¬ 
cent years. 

While our candidates were welcomed 
by groups of workers, the rest of the far 
left decided not to vote for us. For in¬ 
stance, the Socialist Workers Organisa¬ 
tion, which is aligned with the British 
Socialist Workers Party, called for a vote 
for the Greens, whose politics their own 
increasingly resemble. The International 
Socialist Organisation, which is aligned 
with the American ISO, were invited to 
join the ACA but declined, saying they 
were too small to contribute much and 
we were being too ambitious. They called 
for a vote for the disintegrating Alliance. 
While we have left the door open to the 
ISO, we have never invited the SWO to 
be involved due to their increasingly 
rightward evolution and bitter hostility 
to revolutionary groups. They also ap¬ 
pear to be in terminal decline. 

As collaboration between the two 
small groups which initiated the Anti- 
Capitalist Alliance has expanded, the 
ACA has been able to take some new 
initiatives. We have just produced the 
first issue of the Industrial Worker, a 
regular new bulletin for factory workers. 
We have started Alt. teacher, a small 
magazine for teachers, who have recently 
been fighting a major battle with the gov¬ 
ernment. We are looking as well at pro¬ 
ducing individual workplace bulletins. 
The ACA is also launching a regular anti¬ 
imperialist magazine, which will replace 
the Revolution group’s MidEast Soli¬ 
darity magazine. On top of these we have 
a journal, which comes out every two to 
three weeks (the WP’s publication) and 
Revolution (a substantial quarterly maga¬ 
zine). In October we are holding a week- 
end-long national educational and 
organising conference in Wellington and 
initiating an anti-imperialist/anti-war 
march for the same weekend. 

As the rest of the Marxist left in NZ 
stagnates and declines, the ACA offers 
the best hope for the revitalisation of 
revolutionary, working class politics in 
many years. 

Philip Ferguson 
New Zealand 

Hawks and doves 

Over the past month the newspapers 
have been filled with comments from 
both hawks and doves arguing for and 
against attacking Iraq and removing Sad¬ 
dam Hussein. 

It is likely that there will be an attack, 
regardless of whether the weapons in- 
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speetors are allowed back in or UN ap¬ 
proval given. This increasingly unilateral 
US regime is completely unconcerned 
with world opinion. The only issues up 
for debate are the means to be employed 
in removing Saddam Hussein and when 
this will take place. 

The main reason the Bush administra¬ 
tion has given is the imminent threat that 
Saddam poses through his attempts to 
manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons. 
To date there has been scant evidence 
to support these claims. The ex-head of 
the UN inspection team, Scott Ritter, is 
on record as saying that, ‘The manufac¬ 
ture of nuclear weapons emits gamma 
rays that would be detected. We have 
been watching via satellite and other 
means and if Iraq was producing such 
weapons today we would have defini¬ 
tive proof.” 

They have not found this proof and it 
remains to be seen what Blair will do now. 
But even if it is true that Saddam has 
nuclear capability, is he really bent on 
going out in a blaze of glory by nuking 
America? Although he is a failed expan¬ 
sionist and ruthless dictator, he most 
certainly is not an austere jihadi warrior 
trying to attain martyrdom. Saddam’s 
clique know full well that any nuclear 
strike would the mean the end of Iraq, its 
people and, more importantly, them. 

Why, then, attack Iraq? President 
Bush faces a number of domestic prob¬ 
lems, all of which could be buried by a 
war. With his popularity starting to slip, 
a successful campaign would boost his 
chances of re-election. In addition there 
is the embarrassment of not being able 
to display a dead or captured bin Laden. 
Saddam will do instead. In addition 
American economic stability and their 
maintenance of power in the region are 
key questions. American military bases 
safeguard the world’s second largest oil 
reserves and check any Iranian ambi¬ 
tions in the region. Installing a new pro¬ 
western regime in Baghdad would 
secure this oil for the American domes¬ 
tic market and maintain US regional 
dominance, should the house of Saud 
faU. 

In a recent Pentagon briefing the US 
military stated that in the process of ‘lib¬ 
erating’ Iraq some 10,000 civilians could 


become casualties. The price the Iraqi 
people will pay is breathtaking. 

Charles Ellis Smith 

email 

September 11 

When the peoples of the world see the 
faces of the families who lost their loved 
ones in the World Trade Center on Sep¬ 
tember 11 2001, they understand their 
human suffering because they have long 
suffered terror bombings, genocide and 
economic exploitation by the govern¬ 
ments representing the very companies 
which had head offices in that building. 

Why do the US, Britain and other im¬ 
perialist countries remember, with all the 
hype and media fanfare that the richest 
regimes of the world can afford, only the 
victims of September 11 and not the mil¬ 
lions upon millions who have died at the 
hands of imperialism? Where are the 
monuments to and the remembrance 
ceremonies for those who have died 
owing to US and British imperialism? 

Can those people like ourselves who 
are interested in equality for the peoples 
of the world really say that we can com¬ 
memorate one without the other? The 
answer has to be ‘no’. Further, can we 
say that one should join in this memo¬ 
rial, even if the oppressed had some rep¬ 
resentation in it? Is there moral 
equivalence, or an equal scale of suffer¬ 
ing between those 2,838 people who died 
on September 11 2001 and the millions of 
victims of the US and British regimes? If 
we are to respect the peoples of the world 
and historical facts, the answer must be 
‘no’ again. To say otherwise would dis¬ 
play an infection, to some degree, of slave 
mentality towards oppression and exploi¬ 
tation and to treat the lives of the peo¬ 
ples in the oppressed countries as less 
than those of the oppressor countries. 

The greatest single acts of terrorism in 
the history of the world were conducted 
by the US imperialists against the Japa¬ 
nese people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
at the end of the World War II. Monu¬ 
ments have yet to be erected for these 
victims of US terrorism. There are no 
national one-minute silences for the 
30,000 children who die every day (a 
holocaust every 200 days) because of 


■ Two states 

Public meeting - ‘The way to Middle 
East peace - Israel/Palestine: the case 
for two states’. Saturday September 
21, 2pm, Friends Meeting House, 
Euston Road. 

Speakers: Afif Safteh (PLO), Linda 
Grant (author and journalist), Sean 
Matgamna (Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty), Ruth Elraz (Committee 
Against House Demolitions in Jeru¬ 
salem), plus a guest speaker from Iraq 
on the threat of war. 

Organised by Committee for Two 
States-020 7207 4774. 


■ Marxism and 
religion 

Debate - Friday September 20, 8pm, 
All Hallows church, 24 Regent Ter¬ 
race, Hyde Park, Leeds. Speakers: 
Ken Leech, Anglican priest and East 
End community theologian, author of 
The eye of the storm ; Mike Marqusee, 
Socialist Alliance activist, author of 
Redemption song ; Sean Matgamna, 
editor Workers’ Liberty. 

For more details contact Ray Gaston 
- ray@allhallowsleeds.org.uk; 0113 
242 2205. Supported by Leeds Social¬ 
ist Alliance. 


Where to get the Weekly Worker 


■ London 

Bookmarks Bloomsbury Street, 
WC1 

Centreprise Bookshop 136-138 
Kingsland High Street, E8 2NS 
Dillons Bookshop Queen Mary 
College, 329 Mile End Road, El 
Freedom Books Angel Alley, 84B 
Whitechapel High Street, El 7QX 
Housmans 5 Caledonian Road, N1 
Index Books 16 Electric Avenue, 
SW9 

New Beacon Books 76 Stroud Green 
Road, N4 3EN 

Politico’s 8 Artillery Row, SW1P 
1RZ 

■ Bristol 

Greenleaf 82 Colston Street, BS1 
5BB 

■ Cardiff 

Rebecca Books 131 Crwys Road, 
CF2 4NH 


■ Edinburgh 

Word Power 43 West Nicolson 
Street, EH8 

■ Glasgow 

Barrett Newsagents 263 Byres 
Road 

■ Hull 

Page One Books 9 Princes Avenue 

■ Leicester 

Little Thorn 73 Humberstone Gate, 
LEI 1WB 

■ Liverpool 

News from Nowhere 98 Bold Street, 
LI 4HY 

■ Manchester 

The Bookshop 441 Wilmslow 
Road, Withington, M4 4AN 

■ Northampton 

Blackcurrent Books 4 Allen Road, 
NN1 4NE 

■ Southampton 

October Books 4 Onslow Road, S02 
0JB 


lack of clean drinking water, which is 
caused precisely by the system of impe¬ 
rialist looting. When will those who con¬ 
structed the Pentagon and World Trade 
Center, and all the supporters of their work 
around the world, compensate the peo¬ 
ple of Korea, Cuba, Vietnam, Palestine, 
Iraq, Somalia, Libya, Lebanon, Laos, 
Afghanistan and many other countries 
which have been bombed and invaded 
by the US and Britain? 

The imperialists use resources and the 
most advanced human scientific knowl¬ 
edge, which could provide for clean 
drinking water for all the world’s people, 
instead for the development of the great¬ 
est killing machines. With this military 
weaponry they intimidate the people and 
frequently discharge these weapons all 
across the world, crossing every national 
border, on those who resist their dictates. 
For once in history, a group of young 
people from one of these oppressed 
countries - Saudi Arabia - decided to 
cross national borders and return this 
treatment momentarily into the two sym¬ 
bols and institutions of US imperialism. 
The storm of resentment and resistance 
came back to hit the US on September 11 


ACTION 


CPGB London seminars 

Sunday September 15, 5pm - special seminar on ‘Scargill and Scargillism - 
see p9. 

Sunday September 22, 5pm - ‘Adorno’s contortions’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of ideology as a study guide. 

Palestinian rights 

Protest on the steps of St Martin’s in the Fields, Trafalgar Square, every 
Wednesday, from 5.30pm to 6.30pm. 

Immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied territories. For 
an independent Palestinian state with the same rights as Israel. For the 
right of both peoples to live in peace in their own territories. Condemn 
Israeli state terrorism, and islamic terrorism against Israeli civilians. 
Organised by Justice for the Palestinians. Supported by Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, Communist Party of Great Britain, Worker-communist 
Party of Iraq, International Federation of Iraqi Refugees, Worker-commu¬ 
nist Party of Iran, International Federation of Iranian Refugees. Interna¬ 
tional Campaign for a Referendum for Kurdistan. 

Unison United Left 

Political fund conference: ‘Where should our money go?’, Saturday 
September 14, 1pm (registration from 12 noon). University of Northum¬ 
bria, Ellison Place, Newcastle. 07801 743444. 


2001. 

The people in the oppressor countries 
must stand with the oppressed. The peo¬ 
ple in the imperialist countries need full 
employment, decent homes, free univer¬ 
sal education, an end to discrimination 
and a pension deserving of a lifetime’s 
commitment to one’s country; they do 
not need the wealth from their work be¬ 
ing siphoned off into the pockets of the 
rich for further exploitation and war. It is 
to this latter end that we are being asked 
to join the memorial to the victims of Sep¬ 
tember 11. 

The real democrats of the US and Brit¬ 
ain are people like Paul Robeson, Arthur 
Scargill, James Connolly, Shapurji 
Saklatvala and Claudia Jones. These 
people championed (and in the case of 
Arthur Scargill, still champions) the in¬ 
terests of the British and US people for 
their rights and for friendship with the 
peoples of the world. 

To say these things means being re¬ 
pressed under new repression laws 
which have been brought in to tighten 
up the imperialist state apparatus. In Brit¬ 
ain’s case, the Terrorism Act 2000 and the 
Anti-Terrorism, Crime and Security Act 
2001 are the new anti-popular weapons 
in their armoury. These laws are attacks 
on all anti-imperialists and all those who 
stand for peace in the world. The right to 
freedom of speech and expression have 
been removed completely and freedom 
to organise politically has been 
criminalised. 

We refuse to be criminalised for telling 
the truth and building solidarity between 
the oppressed people of the world. We 
refuse to be slaves under this decadent 
and parasitic system of imperialism. We 
urge all progressive people to unite with 
the just struggle to end imperialism once 
and for all, thereby abolishing war, pov¬ 
erty and misery. 

Che-Leila Youth Brigades 
London 

War and 
homophobia 

Recently Indymedia have posted a bla¬ 
tantly homophobic picture and caption 
on its website at www.uk.indymedia.org 
- it shows Blair sucking Bush’s penis with 
the caption, “I’ve heard he likes it up the 
arse too, but more on that later”. 

There can be no legitimate connection 
between showing such images and be¬ 
ing anti-war. The only reason can be 
because Indymedia somehow see a con¬ 
nection between the immorality of what 
Blair and Bush are doing and the ‘immo¬ 
rality’ of homosexual acts. 

Please visit the site and send an email 
to Indymedia, telling them that we who 
are against war are also against discrimi¬ 
nation on the grounds of sexual orienta¬ 
tion. 

Steve Davies 

Birmingham 


Pilger film 

John Pilger’s new documentary, Palestine is still the issue, Monday 
September 16, ITV. 

Indonesian protest 

Against the proposed anti-trade union laws and repression of trade 
unionists, Tuesday September 17, 4.30pm Indonesian embassy, 
Grosvenor Square, London. 

Organised by No Sweat - 07904 431959; www.nosweat.org 

Globalisation, imperialism and war 

Socialist Alliance public meeting for Thursday September 19 in London 
cancelled. 

People’s Party 

Scottish Socialist Party weekend of fun, music and culture - Friday 
September 27-Sunday September 30, Glasgow. 

Friday September 27, 7.30pm: Discussion - ‘Socialism and the arts’. Centre 
for Contemporary Art, Sauchiehall Street. 

Saturday September 28, 2pm: ‘Open mike’ with some of Glasgow’s finest 
musicians, Scotia bar. 

2pm: Book readings, Victoria Bar 

6pm: The Red Poets Society - Clutha Vaults. 

7.30pm: Cabaret, with music, sketches, comedy, fire-eating and much 
more. St Andrews in the Square, Behind Saltmarket. 

Sunday September 29, 1pm: Children’s events, Carnival Arts Company, 
Puppet show, sand painting, face painting. Refreshments available. The 
Brigget, off Stockwell Street. 

2pm: Jazz, Clutha Vaults. 

7.30pm: Red Poet Society, St Andrews in the Square. 

Monday September 30, 7.30pm: Showing of Land and freedom, followed 
by discussion with Ken Loach, Glasgow Film Theatre. 

For ticket information, contact SSP: 0141-221 7714. 

SA euro conference 

Socialist Alliance national conference on Europe, Saturday October 12, 

1 lam. Registration from 10am. South Camden Community School. 
Charrington Street, London NW1 (nearest tube - Euston). £10 waged, £6 
unwaged. Creche available. 

Marxism and education 

Day seminar, ‘Renewing dialogues’: Tuesday October 22, 9.30am-5pm, 
room 642, School of Education Foundations and Policy Studies, Univer¬ 
sity of London, 20 Bedford Way, WC1. 

Sessions on ‘Lifelong learning - the dialectical method’; ‘Neoliberal 
strategies and counter-strategies’; ‘Mentoring: a Marxist-feminist 
critique’; ‘Education - postmodernism or Marxism’; ‘Postmodernism and 
the dynamics of reproduction’; ‘Commodification of teacher training’; 
‘Making and meaning of humanisation’. 

Speakers: Tony Green, Glenn Rikowski, Shahrzad Mojab, Les Levidow, 
Helen Colley, Amir Hassanpour. Elizabeth Atkinson, Mike Cole, Rob 
Willmott, Paula Allman. 

Admission free, but entry tickets required, as places are limited. 

Glenn Rikowski: rikowski@tiscali.co.uk; 020 8514 1069. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar@hotmail.com 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and the 
struggle for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email 
rdgl20@hotmail.com 



www.cpgb.ovg.uk/action 
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EUROPEAN SOCIAL FORUM 


Grasp the opportunity 


M ore than 150 people attended 
the latest organising meeting 
for the European Social Forum, 
which will take place from November 6- 
10 in Florence. Comrades gathered last 
weekend in Bmssels to finalise speakers 
for the various conferences and seminars 
that will take place, and to discuss a 
number of other matters, such as trans¬ 
lations, transport and accommodation. 
Although the meeting was pretty tech¬ 
nical, in part quite tedious and character¬ 
ised by a certain apolitical atmosphere, 
representatives from over 15 countries 
debated these questions in a fraternal 
and open way. The more interesting and 
political discussions always happen in 
the smoker’s comer or afterwards in the 
pub. 

As before, apart from the Socialist 
Workers Party/Globalise Resistance and 
CPGB nobody else from Britain was 
present. The ESF mobilising committee 
in England is firmly in the hands of the 
SWP. This fact becomes clear when one 
takes a closer look at the speakers that it 


has put forward: Lindsey German, Alex 
Callinicos, Asad Rahmed. Tariq Ali, John 
Pilger, Gary Younge, etc. The usual sus¬ 
pects. 

As before, the SWP was only present 
in its Globalise Resistance disguise. 
However, it is not alone in its attempt to 
present itself as a ‘social movement’. 
Members of the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire in France attend the 
ESF meetings as trade union delegates. 
A member of the German Party of Demo¬ 
cratic Socialism takes part as the repre¬ 
sentative of the Rosa Luxemburg 
Foundation. And nobody wants to ad¬ 
mit to being a member of Rifondazione 
Comunista, although RC is the back¬ 
bone of the Italian anti-capitalist move¬ 
ment and the main organisation in the 
ESF. 

There was some disagreement over 
who was allowed to put forward speak¬ 
ers or suggest seminars. It looks as 
though some organisations have done 
so without being part of their national 
mobilising committee. “I don’t know 


who the hell put Oskar Lafontaine 
[former minister in Gerhard Schroder’s 
government] forward,” complained a 
German comrade, for example. Chris 
Nineham from the SWP protested that 
he had never heard of the British ‘Cam¬ 
paign against Student Fees’, which has 
proposed a speaker. However, the meet¬ 
ing decided - quite correctly - that eve¬ 
rybody would be allowed to put forward 
speakers or suggestions for seminars. 
Firstly, this does not necessarily mean 
that these suggestions will be taken up. 
Secondly, some national committees are 
firmly in the hands of one particular or¬ 
ganisation, which leaves smaller groups 
or campaigns no other avenue to par¬ 
ticipate. 

Unfortunately, few people were unduly 
concerned by the apolitical method of se¬ 
lecting speakers. Apparently, the skin 
colour and sex of a person are far more 
important than the likely content of their 
contribution. Not once did anybody 
enquire about the political position or 
ideas of a proposed speaker. “We need 


women, black people and young people 
on the platforms,” argued comrade Asad 
Rehman from Globalise Resistance. Quite 
correct, but should we not also ask what 
they want to talk about? Apparently not. 

I suggested that at our next general 
assembly meeting (Barcelona in Octo¬ 
ber) we should have a political meeting 
on the Saturday night - maybe on the 
situation in Iraq. At the last assembly 
meeting in Thessaloniki, an interesting 
debate on Israel-Palestine was organ¬ 
ised. For technical reasons it started 
very late and was badly prepared, but 
the general idea was a good one, I ar¬ 
gued. No one supported my suggestion 
unfortunately. If the ESF is to become 
more than an annual talking shop, we 
need to start engaging politically with 
one another. How can we unite on a 
higher level if we do not even know what 
our political differences are? 

However, my suggestion to talk about 
the future of the ESF in Barcelona was 
taken up. We urgently need to discuss 
how we carry on organising. Most com¬ 


rades seem to agree that we need to move 
to a higher organisational stage, that we 
need to build international campaigns, 
demonstrations and initiatives outside 
the annual ESF gathering. So far, though, 
it is unclear how this could be realised. 

I will again be putting forward propos¬ 
als for the election of an accountable and 
recallable leadership with authority to act. 
For example, there could be an ‘Interna¬ 
tional day against the war on Iraq’, where 
organisations in all participating coun¬ 
tries take part in protest activities and 
demonstrations. Imagine the impact 
such a well coordinated, international 
campaign could make. So far, there has 
not been much enthusiasm for this sug¬ 
gestion. The voices of those who fear 
centralised organisation are too strong. 
Yet without centralisation the ESF will 
turn out to be an impotent shell. 

The Social Forum presents air oppor¬ 
tunity to regroup and unite the European 
left. We cannot afford to let this chance 
slip through our fingers • 

Tina Becker 


Unite against 
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meeting, this statement was 
proposed by Chris Nineham from 
the SWP and Leo Gabriel, an 
independent Austrian comrade. 
Originally it contained the 
formulation, “This war will be a 
catastrophe first for the people of Iraq, 
second for the Palestinian people and third 
for all of us who believe in the necessity of 
political solutions for international 


To all citizens of Europe and to all their repre¬ 
sentatives. Together let us stop the war on 
Iraq. 

We do not accept this war and we do not 
believe it is inevitable. There is massive op¬ 
position in every country of Europe, and in 
many places people are starting to mobilise 
for peace. 

This war will be a catastrophe first for the 
people of Iraq, second for the people across 
the Middle East and third for all of us who 
believe in the necessity of political solutions 
for international conflicts. We are convinced 
that this is a war without resolution, a war with 
the potential to lead to global disaster. 

Those who show solidarity with the people 
of Iraq have no hearing in the White House. 
But we do have the chance to influence Euro¬ 


war, whether it has UN backing or not, and to 
demand that George Bush abandon his war 
plans. 

We believe that this imminent war makes 
the European Social Forum even more neces¬ 
sary and we urge the movements to redouble 
their efforts to bring people to Florence for 
the ESF, which will be a vital platform for or¬ 
ganising coordinated European-wide action 
against war. It is particularly important be¬ 
cause it will be the first opportunity for a mass 
Europe-wide mobilisation against the war. 

We call on the citizens of Europe and their 
representatives to take steps now to mobi¬ 
lise maximum resistance to war. Mass dem¬ 
onstrations are planned in a number of 
European countries in the next few weeks. We 
urge the movements in every European coun- 



conflicts.” 

The reformo-pacifist tendencies of the 
statement aside, it was pointed out by an 
Italian comrade that 


a war might be a 
catastrophe for the re- 
emerging Israeli peace 
movement as well. A brief, 
but very heated debate broke 
out in which Chris Nineham 
showed his contempt for the 
Israeli people as a whole : “I 
refuse to mention the Israelis at 
all,” he declared. “I’m sure a 
war would actually be good for the 
Israeli people, because the big majority 
of them support the war and the 
oppression of the Palestinian people.’ 
As a compromise the formulation “the 
people across the Middle East” was 
then adopted 

a—. 


pean governments - many of whom have op¬ 
posed the war. We call on all the European 
heads of state to publicly stand against this 


try to follow this example as a matter of ur- 
stop this war! 
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Democratise the WSF 


Vittorio Agnoletto is the only official 
representative of the Italian left on the 
international council of the World Social 
Forum. This council was set up after the 
first WSF in January 2001 in Brazil and 
has taken the lead in establishing 
regional social forums like the European 
Social Forum. Its composition is a little 
arbitrary, to say the least. The secre¬ 
tariat of the 1C consists of eight Brazilian 
comrades who have taken it upon 
themselves to appoint 68 further coun¬ 
cil members. None of the 76 have been 
elected at any time. Nor are they ac¬ 
countable to anybody. 

But that has not stopped them produc¬ 
ing the ‘Charter of principles’ which 
everybody who wants to take part in any 


social forum anywhere in the world must 
abide by. This states, among other 
things, that political parties cannot take 
part in the ESF - there is no distinction 
between revolutionary communist 
organisations and Tony Blair’s Labour 
Party: “Neither party representations 
nor military organisations shall partici¬ 
pate in the forum. Government leaders 
and members of legislatures who accept 
the commitments of this charter may be 
invited to participate in a personal 
capacity.” That means in practice that 
the CPGB has been unable to organise a 
seminar or send an official speaker to 
any of the big conferences. 

This is of course an impossible 
position if one considers the role of 


socialist and communist parties across 
Europe. They are at the core of the anti¬ 
capitalist movement, especially in 
France, Spain and Italy. The founda¬ 
tions for the ESF were laid by the mass 
demonstrations of Genoa and Rome, 
with Rifondazione Comunista and the 
trade union Sin Cobas at their head. 

The ESF will be established in Florence, 
precisely because the Italian workers’ 
movement is highly organised and 
political. 

In this light, the ESF overwhelmingly 
voted at its assembly meeting in Thessa¬ 
loniki in July that political parties should 
be allowed to organise at least work¬ 
shops, which will take place in the 
afternoons. For example, the CPGB will 


organise one workshop on ‘A chance for 
left unity: the European elections 2004’ 
and another on ‘How can socialists unite 
across Europe - the need for a Socialist 
Alliance and a Communist Party of the 
European Union’. 

This decision to allow parties to 
organise workshops was heavily criti¬ 
cised by the August meeting of the 
international council, held in Bangkok, 
but a compromise was finally reached. 
Vittorio Agnoletto explained to Tina 
Becker what happened at this meeting, 
how he is working towards a change in 
the composition and the political role of 
the international council and how the 
Italian movement is influencing these 
developments. 


V ittorio, you are the only Italian 
delegate on the international 
council, but you are neither a 
member of Rifondazione Comunista 
nor the Democratic Left (DS). 

My role is that of a coordinator between 
the different strands of the Italian move¬ 
ment bringing together the different ideas 
and opinions. I’ve been around the left 
since the 1970s and I have also been in¬ 
volved in some Christian groups. So I 
think I have been chosen as the repre¬ 
sentative, because I can speak with peo¬ 
ple from very different backgrounds. I 
am a doctor and I work for ‘Lila’, the Ital¬ 
ian League for the Fight against Aids. I 
spoke for Lila at the Genoa Social Forum 
and the first World Social Forum. 

Genoa was a very important event for 
the Italian movement. It saw the begin¬ 
ning of cooperation between very differ¬ 
ent groups and people. A few months 
before the G8 protests we formed an alli¬ 
ance that produced a joint document, To¬ 
wards Genoa. Now we work closely 
together in the ESF, we have organised 
various demonstrations and we are pre¬ 
paring joint protests against Berlusconi’s 
presidency of the EU in 2003. The organi¬ 
sations on the Italian left really work to¬ 
gether very well. 

At the beginning of this year, we 
founded the Italian Social Forum, which 
tries to coordinate our work on a national 
level. Every three months we meet for our 
general assembly. Every 30 days the co¬ 
ordination group meets, with one person 
from each national organisation and one 
person from each local forum. 

The Italian social movement is charac¬ 
terised by the local social forums that de¬ 
veloped after the events of Genoa - more 
than 200 have been formed since last 
summer. They contain NGOs, hade un¬ 
ions and various associations. Of course, 
Rifondazione Comunista was involved 
in these forums right from the beginning. 
After Genoa, a section of the Green Party 
and the left of the DS joined our move¬ 
ment. So in Italy there is no question as 
to whether or not political parties should 
be involved in the social movement. 
You are alluding to the international 
council’s ban on political parties. Is 
this one of the things you want to 
change in the 1C? 

The ‘Charter of principles’ was sup¬ 
posed to make sure that only ‘civil soci¬ 
ety’ is represented in the WSF. They 
wanted to make sure that neoliberal par¬ 
ties don’t swamp it and make it impotent. 
But the charter doesn’t take into account 
the fact that ‘civil society’ also exists on 
the right. There are some veiy rightwing 
NGOs and networks around. On the other 
hand, there are a lot of political parties 
which are leftwing and part of the move¬ 
ment. The charter also says that political 
parties cannot sign any of the statements 
or documents that the IC releases and 
they cannot be officially represented at 



Vittorio Agnoletto 


seminars or debates at the various social 
forums. Only individual members of po¬ 
litical parties can take part. 

Because the situation in Europe is so 
different, the ESF decided to allow politi¬ 
cal parties to organise workshops. But 
at the IC meeting in August some Brazil¬ 
ian comrades and the president of Attac 
France were highly critical of our deci¬ 
sion. They said we had acted against the 
‘Charter of principles’ and that they 
would not recognise us as the European 
Social Fomm. They alleged that the Ital¬ 
ian Social Forum intends to make the ESF 
too radical - we are too dominant and too 
leftwing. 

We had long, long arguments about 
this and we could not find a solution, be¬ 
cause neither side would not give in. Fi¬ 
nally, there was a ‘private’ meeting 
between four comrades and after hours 
of debate we found a compromise: I have 
been told that I must go back to the po¬ 
litical parties and explain what the ‘Char¬ 
ter of principles’ means. I have to tell them 
that they cannot attempt to manipulate 
or dominate our event. But parties will still 
be allowed to go ahead with their work¬ 
shops. For the time being, this is a com¬ 
promise I can live with. 

The WSF has been largely spon¬ 
sored, financed and organised by 
the Brazilian Worker Party (FT). It 
seems that the domination of one 
particular political party has led to 
the exclusion of others. 

This was one of the strangest things 
about the debate. I am not actually a 
member of any political party, but I was 
arguing for them to be on board, because 
I recognise their importance. And I get 
attacked by people who are either mem¬ 
bers of, or directly linked to. the PT. The 
third WSF will again take place in Porto 
Alegre, because the PT are the only ones 
that have enough money and adminis¬ 
trative support to organise such an 
event. The Brazilian region of Rio 
Grande del Sol, which is run by the 
PT, will again fund it. hi Italy, the re¬ 
gion of Tuscany is dominated by a 
centre-left government with a DS 
majority. They will give a lot of struc¬ 
tural help for the ESF’s organisation, 
but no money at all. All these things 
led to a very unclear and sometimes 
confused discussion during the IC 
meeting. 

Of course there are differences 
the role played by the various par¬ 
ties, NGOs and networks. When a 
number of local social forums in Italy 
decided to stand candidates in the elec¬ 
tions, I was arguing against it. They were 
dominated by Tute Bianchi and would 
not listen to the national Italian Social Fo¬ 
rum. In the end, they got very bad votes. 
Political parties have different roles from 
social movements, but that does not 
mean they cannot be involved in diose 
movements. And in reality, of course. 


they come from very different organisa¬ 
tions. 

The Brazilian committee acts as the 
secretariat of the IC, because the first and 
second WSF took place in Porto Alegre 
and because the headquarters of the 
WSF are based in Sao Paolo. The other 
70 or so members of the IC generally 
come from international networks and in¬ 
ternational NGOs. 

However, in the last 12 months it has 
become more and more clear that these 
NGOs are not radical enough to move the 
WSF forward. Many of them found it dif¬ 
ficult to agree with some of our aims. The 
WSF is clearly against war and against 
imperialism. But many NGOs work with 
governments or UN agencies and can’t 
easily subscribe to such aims. 

Luckily, the Italians succeeded in per¬ 
suading the council to bring representa¬ 
tives from social movements onto the IC. 
After they saw what happened in Genoa, 
I was appointed the first representative 
of a social forum. Then there are people 
like Samir Amin, who are not strictly 
speaking from social forums, but they 
nevertheless represent a movement in 
their country or continent. 

Although the international council 
has issued a number of statements 
and principles, they have not 
organised any international 
campaigns or activities. 

This is something the Italians re¬ 
ally want to change. At the begin¬ 
ning the IC was an organisation of 
networks and NGOs only, which 
explains why they were willing to 
discuss, but never attempted to act 
or organise anything - apart from the 
next World Social Forum. There is too 
much outside pressure from govern¬ 
ments on these forces. 

However, things have 
moved on. National social 
forums and movements 
have developed, 
which are much 
more radical than 
the initial IC 
forces. 
Some 


they are heavily involved in them. But in 
my opinion, political parlies have in gen¬ 
eral not yet succeeded in covering all the 
political space that needs to be covered: 
we need to be able to openly discuss 
what to do against globalisation, against 
the war and for democracy. That’s where 
the social movements come in. At the 
moment, they are a better vehicle for 
change, because the parties are too nar¬ 
row. 

There seem to be quite a few 
tensions and problems in the 
international council. A few people 
have been arguing for an open 
rebellion against the IC. 

We could have walked out, but I think 
an open split with the IC would for the 
time being be wrong. I believe we can 
change it. There are of course some big 
structural problems. After the first World 
Social Forum in 2001 the need for a kind 
of organising committee emerged. The 
problem was that there isn't really a tiled 
and tested concept around which could 
have been used to set up such a com¬ 
mittee. So, in reality, the Brazilians de¬ 
cided the structure of the IC and who 
would be allowed on it. The Brazilian 
committee within the 
council is very well 
organised. I have 
always joked 
with them that 
they are really 
Leninists: 
whichever one 
of the eight you 
spoke to, they al¬ 
ways said the 
same thing. They 
spoke with one 
tongue, al¬ 
though 


of these new movements are now on the 
council and they have been putting on 
the pressure to organise international ac¬ 
tivities. They don’t just want to discuss 
things; they also want to decide - which 
international demonstrations can we or¬ 
ganise, what campaigns can we launch? 
This is of course not just a structural or 
technical problem, but also a political 
one. 

For example, at the last meeting I pro¬ 
posed that we launch a declaration con¬ 
demning the potential war against Iraq. 
There was a debate, nobody disagreed 
with the declaration, but a lot of people 
thought that we could not issue such in¬ 
ternational statements. So nothing came 
of it. 

Fortunately, a few Brazilian comrades 
have now started to recognised the need 
to change the council. So, at our last 
meeting in August the international coun¬ 
cil decided to have a proper debate on 
the role and the composition of the IC. 
We have set ourselves a deadline of 
January 2004 to finish this discussion 
and come up with a new set of propos¬ 
als in time for the fourth WSF in Febru¬ 
ary 2004. Also, we have decided to 
change the ‘Charter of principles’, which 
really condemns the IC to remain a de¬ 
bating club. 

I believe that NGOs, networks and so¬ 
cial movements can work together, but 
we need some proper rules and regula¬ 
tions. You can’t explain to people in the 
movement that we have an international 
council with eight people from Brazil and 
only one person from Italy. I think every 
country should have one representative 
on a reorganised council - a person that 
all the organisations in one country trust 
and who is accountable to the move¬ 
ment. But we need to have open elections 
for leaders and representatives. 

So, maybe it is a good thing that the IC 
has not made decisions on practical ac¬ 
tivities yet - after all, nobody on the IC 
has a proper mandate. But once we have 
democratic elections we need to move 
forward and organise international inter¬ 
ventions. We have to show what kind of 
world we want. 

I understand the Italian comrades 
are preparing a ‘Charter of social 
rights’, which is to be discussed at 
the ESF in November. 

There will be seminars and a plenary ses¬ 
sion devoted to this document. Unfor¬ 
tunately, it has not been written yet, 
because we are all so busy with prepara¬ 
tions for the ESF. However, there we 
have the same problem: As long as we 
are part of the WSF, we cannot sign or 
approve any documents or statements. 
That’s what it says in the ‘Charter of prin¬ 
ciples’. We can only produce a draft, 
show it around, discuss it for now and 
hope that in 2004 we will succeed in set¬ 
ting up a new structure that allows for 
proper initiatives • 
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Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus.strom@ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an urgent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysis and practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. A So¬ 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised or talked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of the SA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
James Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 


Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair. 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (East 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 


National council 


T he national council of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance has put the fight to stop the war 
on Iraq and support for the Fire Brigades 
Union’s wage claim at the top of our cam¬ 
paigning priorities. 

Council resolved to mobilise for the Sep¬ 
tember 28 demonstration against any war on 
Iraq and to build the anti-war movement be¬ 
yond it. There was some recognition that the 
Socialist Alliance had been less visible than it 
could have been in the Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion. though many delegates reassured them¬ 
selves that it was SA activists that were the 
backbone of the coalition. 

Our attitude towards an attack on Iraq was 
clarified through a motion from Martin Tho¬ 
mas of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty- This 
stressed that our opposition to the war is not 
based on lack of United Nations consultation, 
and not because we support Saddam Hussein 
in any way, but because it is for the Iraqi peo¬ 
ple to overthrow Saddam, not US big-power 
militarism, which will act in its own way and 
for its own interests. The motion called for local 
SA branches to organise their own meetings, 
inviting Iraqi socialist speakers, as well as par¬ 
ticipating in broader anti-war activities. 

Some wondered after the meeting why we 
needed to teach grandmothers to suck eggs, 
but it is vital that leading committees pass 
such resolutions in order to inform the public 
of our politics and to educate our membership. 
Not all SA members will base their opposition 
to the war on internationalist principle and it 
is our duty to give a lead on such questions. 

John Rees of the Socialist Workers Party 
proposed that we use the momentum from the 
September 28 demonstration to build support 
for a campaign of mass civil disobedience to 
begin even before a war starts to pressure the 
Blair government. This was supported. 

I raised concerns that the September 28 
demonstration is jointly sponsored by the 
Stop the War Coalition and the Muslim As¬ 
sociation of Britain. Why wasn’t the MAB 
just part of the STWC umbrella? Why did they 
have special status? We were told that MAB 
had booked a march for Palestine on that date 
before STWC had approached the police. 
Given the importance of that weekend in rela¬ 
tion to the Labour Party conference, the lead¬ 
ing figures of the Stop the War Coalition 
thought a compromise to unite the demon¬ 
strations was better than either choosing an¬ 
other date or marching separately. 

I am not so sure about that. Despite the 
assurances of SA national chair Liz Davies 
that the MAB is a “reputable” organisation, 
the fact that it is not able to be part of the broad 
umbrella of the STWC must raise some ques¬ 
tions. Its explicit links to organisations with 
reactionary programmes in Pakistan are of 
concern. But of course, the STWC was 
formed on the basis of explicitly rejecting a 
secular and democratic charter that is not only 
anti-imperialist, but also opposed to the reac¬ 
tionary clericalism of political islam. 

Having a clear distinction from the forces 
of political islam would have provided a much 
stronger basis for building a consistently 
democratic anti-war movement in Britain. 
While the SWP and the like claim such a po¬ 
sition is “islamophobic”, the problem is actu¬ 
ally the opportunist position towards political 
islam which treats Britain’s muslim community 
as one mass. The idea that you cannot relate 
to its broad and diverse strands unless you 
mute your criticism of reactionary fundamen¬ 
talism is an insult to muslims. 

National council committed the organisa¬ 
tion to back the firefighters in their demand 
for a 40% increase after hearing a report from 
FBU activist and SA executive member Steve 
Godward. Further, the Socialist Alliance has 
welcomed the Rail Maritime and Transport 
union’s instruction that it will not work trains 
or stations where no fully staffed fire seivices 
are operating. 

Delegates called for other unions to con¬ 
sider whether their members would be safe 
attending work with a depleted fire service. 
Council passed a resolution from comrade 
Thomas which, as well as offering support, 


encouraged other unions to take solidarity 
action such as refusing, on grounds of health 
and safety, to work during a firefighters’ strike; 
to urge local Socialist Alliances to mobilise for 
the firefighters with leaflets, petitions and so 
on; and to assist in organising a meeting of 
SA FBU members. 

That unions are now seeking ways to cir¬ 
cumvent the anti-trade laws is a step forward 
- even if at present they feel the need to hide 
behind concern for health and safety. The 
rousing reception that Bob Crow, RMT gen¬ 
eral secretary, received at the TUC on this 
matter is heartening for the Socialist Alliance 
and all militant trade unionists in Britain. 

There was a lengthy debate around Liz 
Davies’s document, Socialist Alliance - the 
next two years. This document is to provide 
the basis for discussion leading up to our 
annual conference in February. I proposed that 
this be amended by the executive to become 
a political report to the annual conference with 
the prospect of a minority executive report 
being submitted to conference. This was ac¬ 
cepted in principle. 

Introducing her document, comrade Davies 
emphasised that the ideas she was present¬ 
ing were to be seen more in the spirit of brain¬ 
storming and consultation than finished 
proposals. This, of course, shows that 
thoughts committed to paper should not nec¬ 
essarily be regarded as set in stone, as the re¬ 
action to one or two of my reports of SA 
committee deliberations, published in the 
Weekly Worker, might imply. 

Comrade Davies said that if we worked 
positively the SA had a real chance of mak¬ 
ing a breakthrough in the elections to the 
Greater London Assembly and the European 
parliament in 2004. While it was clear that for 
her contesting elections is an end in itself, she 
did also point to the importance of consistent 
campaigning outside election times. 

Comrade Davies identified the legalisation 
of cannabis, improved childcare and the pro¬ 
motion of our “environmental credentials" as 
issues for the alliance to pursue. While “leav¬ 
ing aside” the question of a Socialist Alliance 
paper, she emphasised the need to consoli¬ 
date our organisational framework. In order 
to raise our profile we had to build active 
branches: she said we needed to turn support¬ 
ers into members and members into activists. 

Liz raised the possibility of policy groups 
to develop political positions between annual 
conferences. On the matter of the constitu¬ 
tion, she pointed to a widespread criticism of 
the slate system of elections to the executive, 
and suggested consultation on the matter. 

And returning to her rosette hobbyhorse, 
comrade Davies suggested that the SA 
needed to abandon red as our colour - again 
suggesting adding purple and green. Horri¬ 
ble. What ever happened to “the banner 
bright, the symbol plain, of human right and 
human gain”? 

Speaking to a short paper he has submit¬ 
ted in response to Liz’s document, comrade 
Thomas argued for an enhanced political life 
in the S A and for the development of political 
work not directly related to elections. He said 


serious political discussions should be a fea¬ 
ture of all local branches, not just some; and 
that we need a regular national Socialist Alli¬ 
ance publication which includes debate. Lo¬ 
cal branches should develop systematic work 
round workplaces (workplace bulletins, work¬ 
place groups). The SA should have two main, 
long-tenn campaigning themes: trade union 
rights and public services, said comrade Tho¬ 
mas. 

I shared many of Martin’s convictions, but 
felt he was too localist in his perspectives on 
trade union work. Without nationally operat¬ 
ing union fractions, workplace activity would 
be ephemeral and lacking in consistency. I said 
that Liz’s document was overly electoralist and 
this criticism was echoed by one or two oth¬ 
ers. 

I went on to state my view that we need to 
publicly declare at the next annual conference 
in February our intention for the Socialist Al¬ 
liance to evolve into a political party of the 
working class. Further, conference should 
agree to set up a weekly, democratic political 
paper for the alliance. Finally, I argued that the 
SA needed to correct its ad hoc approach to 
our attitude towards the Labour Party. To this 
end, I tabled the following motion for consid¬ 
eration by the executive: 

“The Socialist Alliance notes the recent 
election of a number of leftwingers to senior 
positions within the trade unions and the 
ongoing debate about the Labour-union link. 
Further, we note developments in the Labour 
left - particularly the ‘After New Labour’ con¬ 
ference of the Socialist Campaign Group which 
significantly saw John Edmonds come to ‘bury 
New Labour’. 

“In recent elections, the SA has had noth¬ 
ing to say about Labour candidates - whether 
leftwing or Blairite - where there is no socialist 
standing. Further, the SA has developed no 
long-term strategy in terms of relations with 
the Labour left. 

“Therefore, this national council commits 
the SA to debate these questions in the lead- 
up to the February annual conference, where 
the agenda of strategy and relations with the 
Labour Party will be on the agenda.” 

This position highlights the need to adopt 
a serious attitude towards a central strategic 
question. If it does not win majority support 
on the executive, perhaps it can become part 
of a minority report to annual conference. 

John Rees emphasised the need for the SA 
to have clear priorities and to pay close atten¬ 
tion to our election timetable. He argued for a 
strengthening of our structure and the need 
to grasp the nature of the concrete political 
terrain on which we operate. However, I could 
not help thinking he was arguing this in a 
maimer intended to limit the scope of the SA. 
Concentrate on union conferences and elec¬ 
tions, is the SWP's mantra. In other words 
leave other political fronts to other united 
fronts. 

Comrade Rees said that we are living 
through an "enormous revival of radical ideas, 
combativeness and consciousness of the 
working class movement”. While this hyper¬ 
bole is typical of the SWP's Panglossian 
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method, there is definitely a shift in the work¬ 
ing class which is being reflected partially in 
the nature of the union bureaucracy. 

Matthew Caygill of Leeds S A said that the 
organisation needed an improved regional 
structure in the mn-up to the European elec¬ 
tions. Further, the comrade said that in order 
to set our priorities and understand the ter¬ 
rain we are fighting on, we needed debate in 
the SA. 

Nick Wrack, an independent on the execu¬ 
tive, said there had been a “fundamental shift 
in the political terrain” and there was a danger 
we could “underestimate the potential of the 
SA”. Comrade Wrack pointed to our friends 
in Rifondazione and the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire and our “international stand¬ 
ing” as something to give us courage. 

James Eden from North Derbyshire said 
there was a gap between the reality of the SA 
and its public image and we must fight to bring 
the reality up to expectations. He said it was 
important for Londoners and the executive 
not to forget about the local elections in 2003 
in much of provincial England. 

In summary, comrade Davies agreed there 
was a gap between our image and the actual¬ 
ity. She stressed that we must get our house 
in order organisationally, build sustainable 
branches and maintain and broaden our po¬ 
litical profile. 

Her document will be resubmitted to the 
executive, which will produce a revised ver¬ 
sion for annual conference. 

Will McMahon reported back from the com¬ 
mittee organising the Europe conference on 
October 12, where the SA will decide its posi¬ 
tion on a referendum on the euro. Arrange¬ 
ments seem to be running smoothly, though 
places are limited to 500. 

Nick Wrack reported on the soon to be 
published Socialist Alliance news sheet for 
distribution and sale on the September 28 
demonstration. Modest at four pages, it is still 
a significant step forward. It will carry a de¬ 
bate between the ‘no’ position on the euro, 
penned by Alan Thomett of the International 
Socialist Group, and support for an active 
boycott, written by myself. 

Nick Wrack’s softly-softly approach to 
convincing the SWP that a Socialist Alliance 
paper is not that dangerous after all may get 
us somewhere, but without a militant cam¬ 
paign from pro-party forces for a paper with a 
very strong democratic culture, we are in dan¬ 
ger of producing something relatively lifeless 
along the lines of Scottish Socialist Voice. 

There was significant controversy around 
the report-back by Mandy Baker from the 
committee organising the ‘New internation¬ 
alism, new imperialism’ conference on Novem¬ 
ber 30. Originally thought of as a way to 
organise and attract youth to the Socialist 
Alliance in the wake of freshers’ fairs and the 
European Social Forum, the SWP was resist¬ 
ant to the idea, but May’s national council 
approved it in principle. Since then the organ¬ 
ising committee has seen a bun fight, with the 
SWP and its allies attempting to turn it into a 
tame rally in line with the narrow project of 
building the SWP as the party. 

Now both the executive and national coun¬ 
cil have agreed to scrap the work of the ar¬ 
rangements committee and replace it with 
something I think is worse. It is not even pre¬ 
tending to be a youth conference any more. 
It does not even attempt to organise any 
youth who might attend. Instead, it is to be 
turned into a talking shop featuring the usual 
suspects from the anti-globalisation ‘move¬ 
ment’ . Rather than young people being en¬ 
couraged to organise and think for themselves, 
the great and the good (and the old) will lec¬ 
ture them on the evils of the world. Barry 
Coates of the World Development Move¬ 
ment, Tariq Ali, Lindsey German, John Rees, 
John Pilger, Susan George, Theresa Hayter, 
etc. Mostly worthy figures, but hardly the 
burning incandescence of youth. 

The expression of divergent views on the 
top table is viewed as unacceptable. The vari¬ 
ous platforms at the conference will feature 
speakers favouring a similar strategic ap¬ 


proach. Only one speaker on Palestine, for 
instance. Why not have debate on the issue? 
We are patronisingly told by John Rees that 
young people are not interested in debating 
differences among the left. 

It seems it will fall to us in the CPGB and to 
the AWL to try to organise any interest in 
building a youth organisation for the Social¬ 
ist Alliance. This will now need to be done 
on an unofficial basis to begin with. Bizarrely, 
while Mark Hoskisson of Workers Power 
supported Martin Thomas’s resolution for 
the conference to include more young speak¬ 
ers and be broadened in its scope, he voted 
against Martin’s proposal to attempt to or¬ 
ganise youth and students attending the 
conference. Both resolutions were defeated 
by around two thirds of the 40 people attend¬ 
ing. 

Other matters covered: 

• National council called for London-wide and 
national support for Paul Foot’s campaign to 
become mayor of Hackney. 

• We remitted a paper from Margaret Man¬ 
ning and Lesley Mahmood on a proposal for 
a campaign for free, universal childcare. 

• An SA day school on women has been pro¬ 
posed for January. This was accepted in prin¬ 
ciple. However, there is a difference over its 
remit. Margaret Manning proposed a women- 


N ottingham Socialist Alliance showed its 
relative positive side on September 2 by 
hosting a well attended and lively debate on 
the forthcoming euro referendum. 

Over 20 comrades attended, representing 
the Socialist Workers Party, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, the CPGB and a handful of 
independents. For over two hours we debated 
the stance the Socialist Alliance should adopt 
nationally at its October 12 conference on Eu¬ 
rope and the euro referendum. 

It was interesting to read comrade Pearson’s 
report, ‘Boycotts and abstentions’ (Weekly 
Worker September 5), because it seems that 
our SWP comrades have a plan - and they 
mean to stick with it. Comrade Tom, something 
of an up-and-comer in Nottingham SWP cir¬ 
cles spoke first. He asserted that the SA should 
sanction a ‘no’ vote in any euro referendum, 
offering the argument that, if the United King¬ 
dom joined the euro, the working class would 
be at the mercy of a centralised bosses' Eu¬ 
rope. As if we’re not already at the mercy of 
the British bosses. Although he spoke well, 
and at times with no little passion, the com¬ 
rade’s line on the euro seemed to suggest that, 
come our integration into the eurozone, fas¬ 
cists would be on the march and Europe would 
become a fortress, ready to throw out any 
refugees who did not fit in. Again, surely this 
situation already exists? The comrade went 
on to say that it would be capitalist corpora¬ 
tions who would run Europe, alongside the 
resurgent far right, mentioning Haider in Aus¬ 
tria particularly. 

This view may fit in well with what the SWP 
are trying to do with this argument - ie, turn it 
away from any kind of struggle for an inde¬ 
pendent working class voice on this vital sub¬ 
ject towards an anti-fascist cmsade - but it is 
wilfully empty of any kind of serious political 
content, and I think the SWP know it. 
Speaking for the joint CPGB/AWL-spon- 


only meeting; I contested this, saying that 
women’s liberation is the responsibility of all 
members of the SA. I supported the right for 
women to caucus at any level of the SA, but 
opposed separatist organisation within SA 
structures. 

• The SA is seeking to organise a joint meet¬ 
ing with Rifondazione Comunista, the LCR 
and other groups on uniting the left across 
Europe at the European Social Fomm. 

• Our finances are just in the black, but we are 
suffering from ‘front-end loading’, as many 
members have paid all their dues in the first 
half of the year. There is still unevenness in 
terms of financial contributions from the sup¬ 
porting organisations. These are the figures 
for the first six months of the year: CPGB - 
£1,110; SWP - £960; Workers Power - £500; 
AWL - £0; International Socialist Group - £0. 
It is quite shameful that the AWL and ISG 
continue to freeload. 

• Membership currently stands at around 
1,600. However, not all local branches have 
accounted for their members. 

• Council heard reports from Eileen Short of 
Defend Council Housing and Caroline from 
Residents Action Group for the Aged. 

• The next executive meetings will be on Oc¬ 
tober 13 and November 16 • 

Marcus Strom 


sored active boycott camp was comrade Pete 
Radcliff of the AWL. He pointed out that an 
active boycott, far from being an excuse to 
ignore the whole affair, was a chance to unite 
the left across Europe, seek out trade union 
links in different European countries and try 
and bring together revolutionary forces un¬ 
der a common ideology. He pointed out that 
there are potentially huge forces who would 
back an active boycott, whether that meant 
writing ‘For a socialist Europe’ on your ballot 
paper or organising demonstrations and pick¬ 
ets. This was a chance, he said, that we had 
to grasp. 

The comrade is of course right. Why must 
the SA continue to practice tailism? I pointed 
this out to the meeting. Since the general elec¬ 
tion last year we have protested against many 
things together. But here is another - vital - 
chance to make our claim for an independent 
working class position. Does the SA really 
want to follow the left nationalism of Tony 
Benn and Arthur Scargill? Or do we want to 
reject both the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ capitalist or 
bosses’ position in the name of working class 
independence? The SA should stand by our 
2001 general election manifesto People before 
profit - neither the pound nor the euro, but 
working class across Europe. The euro refer¬ 
endum, along with the mayoral campaign in 
Hackney, represent great opportunities. 

If the SWP had its way, the S A should sim¬ 
ply be pleased with embarrassing Blair. Which 
makes a mockery of what the SA should be 
about - being an organisation moving to¬ 
wards becoming a party of the working class. 

A lively debate ensued, at the end of which 
a vote was taken. The ‘no’ camp won by 11- 
9, purely on the SWP managing to rally their 
troops. But it was plain who had won the ar¬ 
gument. So much so that many in the ‘no’ 
camp looked downright despondent • 

Sam Metcalf 


CPGB day school 

Celebrating the October 1917 Russian Revolution - Peacefully if we 
can, forcefully if we must. Lessons of the past, strategies for the future 
Sunday October 13,11am to 5pm, Caxton House, St John’s Way (near 
Archway tube). 


Nottingham 

Winning arguments 




socialisfallonce 

cflrt// Tr 


contnbution 

JSC* CorrBd 


Problems 


Jack Conrad 


■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to 
serve those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in 
revolution, those who preferred compromise with capitalism 
rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the 
USSR from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and 
turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. 
Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and their strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 


£4.95 


■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who de¬ 
serted the CPGB in 1992. 


£4.95 


■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 


£ 1.00 


■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

The CPGB’s latest book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move 
to a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an 
extensive study of history, this work presents the ways and 
means of arriving at that end. 


£7.00 


Buy all 6 books for £23 and save £8.80 

Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 


I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for 
£_ 

Name_ 

Add ress_ 


Email_ 

Please return to CPGB address 
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WORKERS’ LIBERTY 


Respond to documents 


M ark Fischer claims that the Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty “has not held a 
serious discussion of its Socialist Al¬ 
liance perspectives”, and therefore we are an 
unstable amalgam of “economists” (people 
immersed in the economic class struggle and 
its direct extensions, to the neglect of broader 
politics) and “politicians” ( Weekly Worker 
September 5). 

His evidence? He started this whole line of 
argument on the basis of titbits from his pri¬ 
vate conversations with my comrades Mark 
Osborn and Jill Mountford at our summer 
school, notably Mark describing an SWP 
leader as a “sectarian pig” (Weekly Worker 
July 18). Damning evidence of “economism”, 
that! 

Mark Osbom replied that “political people 
assess political divisions through political 
documents, speeches, etc" (Weekly Worker 
August 1). 

Does Mark Fischer take the point? No. His 
new full-page article repeats his private chats 
with Jill and Mark Osbom and his specula¬ 
tions about their demeanour. On Mark 
Fischer's Geiger counter, apparently, “com¬ 
rade Osbom seems to radiate a passive sec¬ 
tarian haughtiness”. 

Aside from that, mostly Mark Fischer has 
tiny exceipts snipped out of context from Sean 
Matgamna's ‘Critical notes on the CPGB/ 
WW’ (on our website, www.workers 
liberty.org). Example - Mark quotes Sean: 

“We [AWL] are not all equally enthusias¬ 
tic about the Socialist Alliance or equally in¬ 
volved in it, or equally happy to be linked to 
the Popular Frontist SWP ... Truth. Matter of 
Fact. No dispute!” 

Following sentences in Sean’s notes, not 
quoted: “Neither in [our] conference [which 
Mark Fischer attended by invitation], school 
nor paper, nor in speeches, writing, or whis¬ 
pered comments, have you seen, heard or read 
any evidence of Jill’s and Mark Osborn’s 
‘syndicalist opposition’ to AWL involvement 
in the Socialist Alliance ... How do you get 
from your observation of different degrees of 
AWL enthusiasm for, and involvement in, the 
SA to the nonsense you published in your 
paper about a ‘syndicalist’ ‘opposition’ 
around named leading members of AWL?” 

So Mark thinks that there is a “secret" AWL, 
behind the profane and visible one of confer¬ 
ences, documents and decisions? Why? Is it 
that your culture takes it as normal that organi¬ 
sations always have “secret” internal calcu¬ 
lations and disputations behind their public 
deliberations? Is there a “secret” CPGBAVW? 

For all the CPGBAVW’s talk about “open¬ 
ness”, you have never reciprocated our invi¬ 
tations to you to attend our internal 
conferences. You were rather upset when we 
acquired a copy of your perspectives docu¬ 
ment, which did indeed contain “secret” cal¬ 
culations. But we do not work that way. 

Mark fills out his page with a disquisition 
on how Lenin teased out political differences. 
What Lenin did for the Russian revolutionar¬ 
ies a century ago, Mark does for us now? 
Hmrnm. To borrow a comment from Sean’s 
notes, this “delusory omniscience... imaginary 
virtue of the kibitzing village gossip, expert at 
everybody’s business but his own” is to Len¬ 
in’s authentic politics what karaoke is to 
proper singing! Lenin wrote no articles of free¬ 
wheeling speculation based on what (for ex¬ 
ample) Martov said in some private 
conversation, or what attitude Martov seemed 
to “radiate”. 

The real Lenin, when he judged that the 
party was “sick” and in “a fever”, wrote: “a 
demand [must be] made for the most exact, 
printed documents that can be thoroughly 
verified. Only a hopeless idiot will believe oral 
statements ...” 

Quoting Sean out of context again, Mark 
Fischer suggests “discussion on the Social¬ 
ist Alliance” has only “recently started” in the 
AWL, and is “so far smallish”. 

Debate in the AWL about what would be¬ 
come the Socialist Alliance started in earnest 
with a discussion article by “John Nihill” 
(Sean) in Workers ’ Liberty of September 1998. 



Critical comment followed in the next Work¬ 
ers’ Liberty (October/ November 1998). In 
January 1999 we published a full special is¬ 
sue of the magazine on left unity. At our Feb¬ 
ruary 1999 conference there was much debate. 
Some comrades opposed our involvement in 
what was then called the United Socialists coa¬ 
lition for the Euro-elections. We published the 
resolution passed by the conference, and two 
defeated minority texts. 

In March 2000, a coalition campaign was 
underway with the banner ‘London Socialist 
Alliance’ for the Greater London Authority 
elections, and we had another AWL confer¬ 
ence debate. The differences were smaller. 
Again, we published both conference deci¬ 
sions and defeated minority texts. 

In September 2000 we drew together our 
ideas on ‘Issues and directions for the Social¬ 
ist Alliance’ in a special broadsheet, hi early 
2001 we produced a broadsheet with propos¬ 
als for left unity; in June 2001 another, ‘After 
the [June 2001] election: the future of the So¬ 
cialist Alliance’. Workers' Liberty of Septem¬ 
ber 2001 carried a compressed version of our 
assessment of the alliance after the election, 
and an extended discussion of the evolution 
of the Socialist Workers Party. 

In February 2002 another AWL conference 
discussed a resolution reprising the reason¬ 
ing we had developed from 1998 onwards, up¬ 
dating our assessment of the Socialist Alliance 
after its December 2001 conference, and sum¬ 
marising directions for our work. That time, the 
only minority submission was one that fell be¬ 
cause not a single comrade was willing to 


Sean Matgamna: 
no speculation, 
no quoting from 
private 

conversations 


move on it on the floor of conference (we still 
printed it). 

Life continues. Things develop. The Social¬ 
ist Alliance has its ups and (since May this 
year, rather markedly) its downs. Our discus¬ 
sions continue. Maybe our discussions will 
widen into clear political differences, as in 1999. 
Maybe they will level out today’s different 
degrees of feeling about the alliance into ef¬ 
fective consensus, as in February this year. I 
don’t know. What I do know is that we will 
proceed by writing down ideas, studying 
documents, and voting on resolutions, not by 
speculating about each others’ offhand re¬ 
marks and body-language. And that if Mark 
Fischer wants to contribute usefully to the 
process, he should do it by responding to our 
documents. 

Or, at least, that he would do it better that 
way. For, underneath all the gossip-column 
speculation and Lenin-posturing in Mark’s 
article, there are two serious strands of argu¬ 
ment. 

One is on ‘areas of work’. “For the AWL,” 
Mark claims, “the SA is simply one arena of 
work alongside its [AWL’s] smdent work, its 
trade union [work], its anti-war work, etc. In 
this way, they replicate the work [worst?] prac¬ 
tices of the sects.” 

Guilty as charged. We argue for the SA to 
develop towards a party which does serious 
student, trade-union and anti-war work. We 
make specific proposals for SA activities. But 
for now, and for tomorrow, we succeed in only 
a few of those proposals. In the meantime, 
student, trade-union and anti-war struggles 
exist. What do we do about them? Content 
ourselves with publishing proposals about 
what the SA should do? Or take our respon¬ 
sibilities and be active ourselves, do our own 
work in those struggles? 

Mark’s claim that by doing our own student, 
trade union and anti-war work we replicate 
“the worst practices of the sects” makes sense 
only if the proper “partyist”, non-sect line is 
to confine oneself to advising or imploring the 
Socialist Alliance. 

And that takes me on to the second strand: 
the SWR Mark contrasts those (bad) 
AWLers who are in the Socialist Alliance only 
to “break off sections of the SWP” and the 
others (better ones) who have more generous 
“partyist” motives. 

Our February 2002 conference document 
is pretty clear on what we think about the 
SWP and the Socialist Alliance. 

One: the SWP’s ‘turn to the SA is no more 
a ‘break with sectarianism’ than (all qualifica¬ 
tions and differences granted) was the Com¬ 
munist Parties’ turn in the mid-1930s from the 
Third Period to the Popular Front”. 

Two: “the ntm to joint work has meant a cul¬ 
tural change for many members of the SWP. 
To speculate about SWP evolving gradually 
into open, democratic, pro-unity, revolution¬ 
ary politics would be foolish; to neglect the 
opportunity to develop dialogue with... SWP 
members would be foolish.” 

Three: “On a cold calculation, the prospects 


Fighting fund 


On target 


After ending August in the black we are well on target to make, 
and maybe even surpass, our monthly target of £450 this time 
around as well. Thanks this week go to comrades TR (£35), 
PO (£25), FG (£20), LK(£15), SD (£10), MD (£10) andGB (£5). 
This gives us a total of £120 to add to last week’s £65, taking 
us up to £185 for September. If comrades make an extra effort 
and rush me their donations early then we should be able to 
achieve our £450 target for a second successive month • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


are not good either for the SA being able to 
present wider electoral challenges to New La¬ 
bour, or for it becoming the natural home for 
working class activists who want to fight Blair 
... The SWP [will] prevent the SA gaining 
sufficient political life and activities.” 

Four: “Even if we calculate that our maxi¬ 
mum result from the S A, realistically, is likely 
to be discussing with and convincing indi¬ 
viduals and small groups, we must be in the 
SA as activists with policies, proposals and 
perspective for the SA as a whole, fighting 
energetically for the SA as a whole to adopt 
them”. 

Five: “Probably not tomorrow, maybe not 
for years yet, but some day before too long, 
the SWP will go into crisis. And then a lot will 
depend on how many activists can be recy¬ 
cled from that crisis.” 

hi short: we fight for the Socialist Alliance 
to develop a frill political life. We calculate that 
struggle cannot succeed fully without a cri¬ 
sis in the SWP. We fight anyway. If our work 
can achieve no more, in the short term, than 
to “break off sections of the SWP”, that will 
be because of the inertia of the SWP, not be¬ 
cause of any prejudged sectarianism of ours. 

No contradictions there - but a different ap¬ 
proach from the CPGB/WW’s. 

Mark Fischer’s claim that proper “partyist” 
politics are politics centred on exhortations to 
the Socialist Alliance is actually a claim for 
politics centred on admonitions to the SWP 
‘The adherence of the SWP to the SA made 
it a viable project... the SWP [is] the main ac¬ 
tive agent in this sea change on the British 
left.” To bolster this approach he needs a false 
“compulsory optimism” about the evolution 
of the SWP. 

Thus, Mark Fischer claims that Mark 
Osbom must have a “bunker mentality" if he 
thinks that the SWP still has a “sterile, repres¬ 
sive internal regime” and “sectarian orienta¬ 
tion to the labour movement”. No, Mark 
Fischer insists, the SWP is not “the same 
politically as it was 10 years ago”. By scorn¬ 
ing “comrade Osbom ... determined to keep 
the SWP trapped in a template of ‘sectarian 
monstrosity’”, Fischer indicates that the SWP 
is not just different from 10 years ago. It is se¬ 
riously better. Suitable “partyist” remonstra- 
tions from the CPGB/WW can make it better 
and better. 

You are forever at pains to play up the 
“good sides” of the SWP, and to play down 
their faults as no more than being “economis- 
tic and soft” (Weekly Worker September 5). 
The facts say different. Of course many SWP 
members are good socialists - today as 10 
years ago. It is excellent that more of them are 
now willing to work and talk with other so¬ 
cialists in a civilised way. But the SWP as a 
whole, today’s SWP which deliberately an¬ 
gles its self-presentation on Israel-Palestine 
so as “not to appear antagonistic” to islamist 
demonstrations, and which switches its line 
on the euro, right over to advocating alliance 
with the nationalist CPB, without even a blip 
of internal debate, is not “better” than the SWP 
of 10 years ago. hi some ways it is worse. 

Mark’s approach comes down to “building 
a revolutionary party” by proxy , by way of ad¬ 
vice and remonstrations to the SWP We re¬ 
ject that. The difference of approach here is 
probably what lies behind, for example, the 
dispute we had at the December 2001 Social¬ 
ist Alliance conference, where on supposed 
“partyist” principle you opposed our advo¬ 
cacy of guaranteed rights for minorities in 
electing the alliance executive, and supported 
‘winner-takes-all’ first-past-the-post. 

hi any case, it is a real political difference, 
worthy of discussion - discussion in the ac¬ 
tual spirit of Lenin, based on “exact docu¬ 
ments”. 

You could start, maybe, by printing the 
whole of Sean’s ‘Critical notes’ in the Weekly 
Worker, not just titbits, so that readers puz¬ 
zled about what’s been going on in your pages 
since Mark’s first leap into speculation on July 
18 can have some rounded statement of the 
issues • 

Martin Thomas 






Weekly Worker 447 September 12 2002 


9 


TRADE UNIONS 

Firefighters prepare 
to strike over pay 


A s the Weekly Worker goes to 
press, delegates of the Fire Bri¬ 
gades Union are assembling in 
Manchester at a recall national confer¬ 
ence for the purpose of sanctioning a bal¬ 
lot of the union's 50.000 members on 
national strike action in pursuit of a pay 
claim for £30.000 a year. 

The strike will be the first one involv¬ 
ing the FBU’s full membership since the 
nine-weeks-long action in 1977-78. which 
ended in a settlement hailed as a victory 
by the union. On that occasion, as in the 
present, it was publicly known that the 
government - then the Labour adminis¬ 
tration of James Callaghan - was respon¬ 
sible for blocking an offer of a substantial 
pay rise from the local authority employ¬ 
ers. hr another parallel, it is clear that the 
Blair government intends to bring in 
troops as strike-breakers, utilising the 
home office’s 900 50-year-old ‘green 
goddess' reserve fire engines. 

The 1977 strike was settled on the ba¬ 
sis of a pledge from the employers, with 
government backing, that they would 
henceforth use a formula linking firefight¬ 
ers ’ pay to that of the “upper quartile of 
male manual workers”. However, the 
wages in that sector of the British 
economy have declined substantially, in 
relative terms, in the decades that have 
since passed. Firefighters with live years 
experience currently receive a salary of 
just £21,000 and the union has com¬ 
plained that many of its members are 
having to claim the state low pay top-up, 
the Working Families Tax Credit, in order 
to achieve subsistence level earnings. 

Whilst tire union and employers have 
reached agreement that the formula 
should now be varied, to reference aver¬ 
age earnings in the economy as a whole, 
deadlock has occurred over the union’s 
claim for the £30.000 salary, to recoup lost 
ground. A meagre four percent rise is 
currently on offer, whilst it has now been 
revealed that the government blocked an 
employers’ proposal to put an offer of 


n 


Matt Wrack 
(below, right): 
the FBU’s fight 
is with the 
government 


■cpgb london forum- 


SCARGILL 

&SCARGILLISM 


DAVE DOUGLASS, last elected NUM branch 
secretary at Hatfield Main pit, looks back at the 
reign of Arthur Scargill, who has recently retired as 
union president. What can communists learn from the 
failed SLP experience? How does Scargill’s leader¬ 
ship of the NUM inform our struggle in the trade 
unions today? Come along and debate the issues. 
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Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 


16% on to the negotiating table at a meet¬ 
ing on July 9. The office of deputy prime 
minister John Prescott, which holds the 
budget for fire service funding, had indi¬ 
cated that it would not finance that offer 
due to “fears that it would fuel inflation 
and trigger a wave of big pay claims in 
the public sector” (The Guardian Sep¬ 
tember 10). 

There is, of course, nothing new about 
the Prescott line. It has been governmen¬ 
tal policy since the Callaghan/Healy pub¬ 
lic spending review of 1976 to force local 
authorities to resist pay claims and re¬ 
duce spending, in the interests of pro¬ 
tecting capitalism's rate of profit. All of 
the public sector trade unions have com¬ 
plained that serious damage has been 
caused to the levels of public service pro¬ 
vision and to pay as a result and the fire 
service is no exception. 

Prime minister Blair is determined to 
hold onto capital’s gains and, in recog¬ 
nition of the seriousness of the FBU’s 
challenge, he felt moved to make a state¬ 
ment himself to a press conference on 
September 3. Not only is the FBU’s claim 
"unrealistic”, Blair said, but it would 
cause serious damage to the economy, 
including putting upward pressure on 
mortgage rates. In response, the FBU 
general secretary Andy Gilchrist quanti¬ 
fied the cost of meeting the pay claim at 
“41p per household, per week” and drew 
a comparison between the prime minis¬ 
ter’s unwillingness to contemplate fair 
pay for the firefighters and his apparent 
determination to spend billions of 
pounds of taxpayers’ money on attack¬ 
ing Iraq - a move which was truly likely 
to have a devastating effect on the 
economy (FBU press release, September 

4). 

The day after Blair’s statement, 
Prescott’s office announced the estab¬ 


lishment of an "independent review” of 
the fire service. This inquiry will include 
in its remit, conditions of service of fire 
brigades’ staff, raising the possibility that 
the government’s agenda involves a bid 
to end collective bargaining in the serv¬ 
ice, a long-term objective that the ruling 
class has held and in which it has already 
had success in relation to teachers and 
nurses. Brother Gilchrist immediately 
announced that the FT5U would boycott 
the inquiry, adding that conditions of 
service “are a matter for the Fire Brigades 
Union and their national employers” 
(FBU press statement, September 5). 

As the recall of the union’s conference 
was announced last week, the strength 
of feeling was demonstrated in a rash of 
‘unofficial’ work to rule action through¬ 
out the service, with firefighters in Scot¬ 
land, Manchester, Derbyshire, Norfolk 
and the south-west answering emer¬ 
gency calls only. The executive commit¬ 
tee will recommend that the conference 
authorises a ballot on “discontinuous 
strike action in pursuance of a fair wage 
for firefighters and emergency fire con¬ 
trol operators”. 

I asked FBU activist and leading So¬ 
cialist Alliance member Matt Wrack if he 
felt that discontinuous action might lead 
to a protraction of the dispute, as had 
been the recent experience with the use 
of a similar approach by railworkers, and 
whether some delegates would argue 
for indefinite action, which was the 
method used in the 1977 strike. Com¬ 
rade Wrack thought that, though 
there would be voices calling for 
an indefinite strike, these would be 
a small minority. Whilst the disad¬ 
vantages of short, discontinu¬ 
ous strikes were apparent, the 
FBU had successfully em¬ 
ployed this tactic in regional 


disputes. He stressed that “discontinu¬ 
ous” did not just mean one-day actions, 
but must be seen in the context of esca¬ 
lation in the progressive phases of the 
campaign. He saw no reason why the au¬ 
thorisation should not cover, for in¬ 
stance, an eight-weeks stoppage. 

Matt agreed that the FBU's fight was 
with the government, although he 
stressed that, even if the employers had 
been allowed to make their 16% offer, it 
would almost certainly have been re¬ 
jected as inadequate. In reply to my ques¬ 
tion as to whether the militancy on pay - 
coinciding as it did with the reversal on 
the issue of democratisation of the po¬ 
litical fund suffered at the union’s policy 
conference in May - demonstrated the 
growth of a syndicalist sentiment within 
the union, he agreed that this assessment 
had some validity. The growth of the 
mood for the pay struggle had been ac¬ 
companied by a marked increase in re¬ 
quests from members for political fund 
exemption fotms, indicating a retreat from 
politics. However, he felt that the pay 
dispute and the political experiences it 
brings would inevitably rekindle the de¬ 
mocratisation issue and would under¬ 
mine the arguments used by the 
executive committee to centralise control 
of the funds which meant securing them 
for the Labour Party. 

Even before strikes start, the highly po¬ 
litical nature of this dispute has already 
become patently clear. In a remarkably 
frank statement, the local authority em¬ 
ployers' leader, Charles Nolda, admitted 
that army cover in 900 archaic machines 
for the 3,000 fire engines normally on 
duty would be insufficient and that “life 
and property will be at risk” (The Guard¬ 
ian September 3). In response to the same 
recognition, the general secretaries of the 
two big rail unions, Mick Rix of Aslef and 
Bob Crow of the RMT, threatened to 
hold their own strike ballots unless guar¬ 
antees were forthcoming from rail opera¬ 
tors about the adequacy of fire cover. 

The Socialist Alliance has members in 
leading rank-and-file positions in these 
unions, as well as in the FBU and 
in other unions where the fire 
protection issue is of crucial 
importance. The challenge 
to make solidarity real and 
concrete is one that the S A 
is well placed to meet. This 
of course, should be only 
one task within the overall 
political struggle to win 
the working class to the 
need for a political formation 
capable of taking on Blah' 
and the UK state • 
Derek Hunter 
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DEBATE 


Any means necessary 


Is a peaceful proletarian revolution impossible? David 
Moran still insists that it is 


W ell, what is there to say, com¬ 
rades? How to counter such a 
crushing refutation, a piece of 
near-Swiftian wit, of near-Marxian erudi¬ 
tion (‘Peacefully if we can' Weekly Worker 
September 5)? I can only try, I suppose. 

Let us first clear up some formal points. 
I did not, and do not, damn “anybody 
who so much as expresses the desire for 
a ‘bloodless revolution’ as having the 
‘rank illusions of Kautskyism and treach¬ 
erous social democracy’”. 

Here is what I actually wrote: “Allow¬ 
ing, even, for the most favourable circum¬ 
stances ... the resistance of the 
bourgeoisie... will be such as to make any 
possibility of... ‘bloodless revolution’ ... 
the rank illusions of Kautskyism and 
treacherous social democracy in gen¬ 
eral.” It is, thus, the belief in the actual 
material possibility of a bloodless revo¬ 
lution, not the desire for it to be so, that 
is Kautskyan. As comrade Manson cor¬ 
rectly points out, “The notion that com¬ 
munists ... would actually prefer a 
non-violent revolution is hardly a new 
one.” 

Indeed, we are agreed, a peaceable tran¬ 
sition to “a new social stmcture would 
undoubtedly offer highly important ad¬ 
vantages from the standpoint of the in¬ 
terests of culture, and therefore those of 
socialism” (L Trotsky Terrorism and 
communism London 1975, p5). “But,” as 
Trotsky rightly adds, “in politics noth¬ 
ing is more dangerous than to mistake 
what we wish for, for what is [actually] 
possible” (ibid). It is this that is to be 
combated. 

The passage which so exercises com¬ 
rade Manson (“There is no possibility 
of... a [peaceful] revolution. The [prole¬ 
tarian revolution], more than any other, 
inscribes upon its banners the dictum: 
‘Battle or death; bloody struggle or ex¬ 
tinction’.”), the passage which most per¬ 
fectly exemplifies my wild-eyed 
fanaticism, is a paraphrase of Marx’s fa¬ 
mous conclusion to The poverty of phi¬ 
losophy: “... on the eve of each general 
reconstruction of society the last word 
of social science will ever be: ‘Combat or 
death; bloody struggle or extinction. It 
is thus the question is irresistibly put’” 
(K Marx The poverty of philosophy New 
York 1995, ppl90-191). 

Perhaps Marx too was inspired by 
“the desire ... to portray [himself] as the 
upholder of revolutionary purity”, per¬ 
haps he too spoke with “all the certainty 
- and all the folly - of a religious zealot”? 
Perhaps. Indeed, there would be noth¬ 
ing inherently wrong in holding to such 
an opinion. I, however, do not. Rather, I 
hold that Marx’s words were informed by 
the terrible and bloody histories of the 
English civil war. the American and 
French revolutions, and the 1830 Paris 
uprising. To which cmel litany we may 
now add 1848, the American civil war (to 
which we shall return later), the Paris 
Commune, Russia, Hungary, Germany, 
Austria, Finland, China, Spain, and so on. 

It is the sober, and sobering, recapitu¬ 
lation of this history that has led me, with 
Trotsky, to conclude that there is no 
“other way of carrying mankind forward 
than that of setting up always the revo¬ 
lutionary violence of the progressive 
class against the conservative violence 
of the outworn classes” (L Trotsky Ter¬ 
rorism and communism London 1975, 
p3). 

Comrade Manson intimates that my 
last piece was an “outburst” provoked 
by the adoption of the new ‘What we 
fight for’ column. Not so. When the PCC 
published its draft, and asked for com¬ 
ments, amendments and suggestions, I 
emailed centre with suggestions - some 
merely formal, others more substantial. 
The final draft was published. Then, as 
now, I was critical of the new column and 


I expressed this privately to comrades, 
in emails, in letters, in conversation, and 
so on. At this point, I regarded the 
“peacefully if we can” clause as an un¬ 
fortunate, and quite pointless, ambigu¬ 
ity. Pointless, but not dangerous: in the 
parlance of my last piece, it was merely 
“a rotten seed”. At any rate, I did not yet 
consider it a matter so serious as to make 
public criticism necessary. 

Only when this seed bore fruit - the 
letter from Debashis Dey (Weekly Worker 
July 25) - was I moved to write. My re¬ 
sponse, in fact, is not knee-jerk, is not an 
“outburst”. It is a considered response. 
I waited for my doubts to be confirmed 
before I spoke out publicly. On this is¬ 
sue, I might say that, on the whole, I re¬ 
gard the new WWFF column as a vast 
improvement on the previous version: 
what was unnecessary or outdated has 
been removed; much that was missing 
has now been included. 

Much reference is made to Marx in 
comrade Manson’s piece. We may 
speculate that this is an attempt to ap¬ 
pear orthodox in his denial of the neces¬ 
sity of revolutionary violence. The 
comrade states that "Karl Marx himself 
considered that the working class in Brit¬ 
ain, having elected a Chartist majority, 
would be able to take power with little re¬ 
sistance, owing to the lack of any stand¬ 
ing army or centralised ‘body of armed 
men’ in the 19th century.”In my last piece, 
I wrote that comrade Manson could “be 
accused, at least, of a cheap, sleight-of- 
hand method of debate”. I’m afraid, com¬ 
rades, that I must state this charge again. 

Marx, it is true, concluded that “in Eu¬ 
rope at least, England is the only coun¬ 
try where the inevitable social revolution 
might be effected entirely by peaceful 
and legal means” (F Engels, preface to 
English edition, K Marx Capital Vol 1. 
London 1990, pll3). However, he “cer¬ 
tainly never forgot to add that he hardly 
expected the English ruling classes to 
submit, without a ‘pro-slavery rebellion’, 
to this peaceful and legal revolution” 
(ibid). 

Perhaps, however, by this “pro-slav¬ 
ery rebellion” Marx meant a small-scale 
affair, the “little resistance” comrade 
Manson says Marx expected? And, 
thus, my charge against him is baseless, 
a calumny? Unfortunately for comrade 
Manson, “pro-slavery rebellion”, as I’m 
certain he is aware, was the term Marx and 
Engels usually used to refer to the Ameri¬ 
can civil war. That is, a conflict that lasted 
just under four years and claimed more 
than 600,000 lives. I cannot speak for 
other comrades, but I fail to see how this 
amounts to “little resistance”. It seems 
to me, rather, that “Karl Marx himself 
considered” that "the armed forces of 
capitalism will inevitably have to be taken 
on in a full-scale civil war” (I am not, of 
course, suggesting that Marx expected 
an actual repetition of the American civil 
war, but he obviously thought the anal¬ 
ogy apt). 

Lenin, as the comrade correctly states, 
from March to July 1917, regarded the 
peaceful development of Russian Revo¬ 
lution as a definite possibility. Was Lenin 
correct? Let us say frankly: he was not. 
The Russian Revolution, as with all pre¬ 
vious social revolutions, proceeded 
along the well-worn, and we may say 
unfortunate, path of armed uprising, vio¬ 
lence and civil war. 

Comrades, I hope, will forgive my re¬ 
course to historical narrative. From May 
to July the seizure of power was not on 
the order of the day. The Bolsheviks 


were in the minority and the SR-Menshe- 
vik soviets were at every turn serving to 
prop up the provisional government. 
Nevertheless, the soviets (despite the 
executive committee) were defying Lvov, 
Guchkov and later Kerensky. No order 
of the provisional government was car¬ 
ried out unless it was sanctioned by the 
soviets. But to abrogate a few orders is 
not to abrogate the provisional govern¬ 
ment, with Russian capitalism itself, and 
invest all power in the workers’ soviets 
(that is, to establish the dictatorship of 
the proletariat). So long as the soviets 
kept themselves within the bounds of the 
bourgeois order, they did not in essence 
contradict the interests of imperialism and 
the bourgeoisie would not actively seek 
their dissolution (indeed, why would it?). 

Moving further to the left, electing a 
greater and greater number of Bolshevik 
deputies, the soviets more and more be¬ 
gan to oppose the essentials of imperial¬ 
ist policy (most importantly, the 
continuation of the war). That is, they 
began to pose clearly the question, ‘Who 
is to rule? The workers? Or the capital¬ 
ists?’ Bourgeois opposition to the sovi¬ 
ets - which was, of course, always latent 
- began to assume a definite form. The 
suppression of the Bolsheviks in July 
was the first concrete manifestation of 
this trend. Flushed with the success of 
suppressing the militant wing, the bour¬ 
geoisie began to strive after the complete 
dissolution of the soviets (and, in fact, 
the Kerensky cabinet as well). 

Thus the Kornilov revolt (carried out 
with the full complicity of the Cadets). 
Even after the debacle of September - 
where the state of forces available to the 
Russian bourgeoisie were shown up for 
the meagre handful they were - the bour¬ 
geoisie did not, and indeed could not, 
reconcile itself to the peaceful victory of 
the workers. In October Kerensky closed 
down the offices of Soldat and Rabochi 
Put and, proving unable to dissolve the 
Soviet Congress, fled to gather troops to 
lead against Petrograd. In the meantime, 
of course, the insurrection had con¬ 
quered, seized the capital, and handed all 
power to the soviets, almost without a 
shot being fired. 

On October 29 (old-style), the Cos¬ 
sacks of Krasnov, Kerensky, and 
Savinkov occupied Tsarskoye Selo and 
Gatchina (not 20 miles from Petrograd). 
The same day, the Petrograd junkers 
staged then uprising. More than 100 Red 
Guards and soldiers were killed (see J 
Reed Ten days that shook the world Lon¬ 
don 1937, pi.83). All the while, Moscow 
still had not fallen to the workers, and the 
insurrection there had become a pro¬ 
tracted and bloody series of battles. The 
Moscow Committee for Public Safety did 
not surrender until November 2 - after it 
had claimed the lives of more than 500 
red workers. The struggle in Kazan was 
likewise drawn out. 

Where is comrade Manson’s “peace¬ 
ful, bloodless, revolution”? In the month 
of October alone, there were at least 1,000 
dead workers (certainly there were no 
less). Comrade Manson insists that to 
state, “never again could circumstances 
arise where the bourgeoisie will be un¬ 
able to forcibly resist the taking of power 
by the proletariat” is to indulge in little 
more than “unscientific dogma”. I would 
go further: it would be a positive halluci¬ 
nation. Or. perhaps, comrade Manson 
can show us all the quintessential blood¬ 
less revolution he has in mind? It is not, 
surely, the Russian? 

We are, of course, not Nietzscheans - 


or Stoics for that matter: history does not 
repeat itself exactly, but this is hardly the 
point. You are right, comrade: it is a ques¬ 
tion of degree. The degree to which the 
institutions of bourgeois state power 
have ceased to function. Certainly, we can 
expect to see a great breakdown, but their 
dissolution prior to the seizure of power 
by the workers? February dissolved the 
Russian state (or, at least, its “bodies of 
armed men”). We do not have this luxury. 
We are not theologians either, bowing 
and scraping before sacred texts; the 
words of Lenin are not holy, inviolable. 
We can recognise what is living and what 
is dead, what the march of events has 
trampled underfoot and, fortunately, so 
could Lenin. 

Further, comrade Manson asks why it 
is "impossible for [the bourgeoisie] ... to 
be faced with a power that is so over¬ 
whelming that they will not be able to 
resist effectively at all?” Leaving aside 
the slippery clause of ‘effective’ resist¬ 
ance (comrade Manson is far too willing 
to trade clarity - though this may be un¬ 
comfortable - for catch-all ambiguity: 
What does ‘effective resistance’ actually 
mean?), I will say that, obviously, I do not, 
and cannot, know the future with 100% 
certainty. The most that I - as a Marxist - 
can do is to base myself on sound his¬ 
torical analysis. Never before has such a 
situation arisen and I do not expect it to 
in the future. 

In writing that “the proletarian dicta¬ 
torship is the ... destruction of bourgeois 
democracy as a whole”, I betray, appar¬ 
ently, “a misunderstanding of the nature 
of so-called ‘bourgeois democracy’”. 
First, let us be clear: present-day democ¬ 
racy is bourgeois democracy (I don’t 
know what is “so-called” about this state¬ 
ment - it is part of the Marxist ABC). What 
is the nature of this democracy? Bour¬ 
geois democracy is a sham. It is a false 
and hypocritical set of merely formal 
rights that, by the very nature of capital¬ 
ist private property, the workers have no 
possibility of actually enjoying. It is “a 
paradise for the rich and a snare and de¬ 
ception for the exploited” (VI Lenin, ‘The 
proletarian revolution and the renegade 
Kautsky’, in On soviet socialist democ¬ 
racy Moscow 1977, p62). 

The formal right to the free press, the 
formal right of free assembly, the formal 
right to strike. Are we able to realise 
them? No, because “... in practice the 
capitalists ... own nine-tenths of the best 
meeting halls, and nine-tenths of the 
stocks of newsprint, printing presses, 
etc. The ... workers ... are, in practice, de¬ 
barred from democracy by the ‘sacred 
right of property’ ••• The present ‘freedom 
of assembly and the press’ ... is false ... it 
is freedom for the rich to keep as their 
‘property’ the ... best buildings, printing 
presses and the stocks of newsprint” (VI 
Lenin, ‘Democracy and dictatorship’ ibid 
ppl06-107). It is this that constitutes the 
chimerical edifice of bourgeois democ¬ 
racy. 

Comrade Manson says that we must 
extend, deepen and give substance to 
bourgeois democracy. But it is impossi¬ 
ble to “give substance” to bourgeois 
democracy. In giving it substance - that 
is, by making its formal rights realisable 
for the majority - it is destroyed, tran¬ 
scended - and becomes real, proletarian 
democracy. It will be among the most 
immediate tasks of the workers’ dictator¬ 
ship to expropriate the meeting halls, 
printing presses, etc and place them, for 
the first time, at the disposal of the ma¬ 
jority; thereby giving “substance” to 


bourgeois democracy. In this manner it 
is replaced by proletarian democracy. It 
is clear from all this that if I “misunder¬ 
stand” the nature of bourgeois democ¬ 
racy, I share this unfortunate defect in my 
Marxism with Lenin, who also, it would 
seem, indulged in “the anarchist 
method”. 

My assertion that the workers’ dicta¬ 
torship would deny the bourgeoisie even 
formal democratic rights, was, of course, 
predicated on resistance to the socialist 
revolution. It too is entirely in the spirit 
of the Leninist tradition: “... should you 
exploiters offer resistance to our prole¬ 
tarian revolution, we shall turn you into 
pariahs and mercilessly suppress you; 
we shall do more than that: we shall not 
give you any bread, for in our proletar¬ 
ian republic the exploiters will have no 
rights ...” (quoted in D Shub Lenin Har- 
mondsworthl971, p443). 

Further, as comrade Manson correctly 
states, the bourgeoisie has not conceded 
democratic rights - even the sham, purely 
fomial rights of bourgeois democracy - 
willingly. Rather, they have had to be 
fought for and won by the working class. 
All true, of course. But, does comrade 
Manson not see the mess he has landed 
himself in? The struggle even for these 
was a bloody one (none of us, surely, 
have forgotten Peterloo?) and yet he 
speculates that a class not willing to con¬ 
cede even the right to free assembly with¬ 
out exacting a blood price, could, maybe, 
possibly (the comrade himself adds so 
many qualifications), stand aside and 
passively accept its expropriation! This 
is absolutely ludicrous. 

It is also clear that comrade Manson 
views the repressive tasks of the work¬ 
ers’ state far too narrowly. Even if we 
grant that it will be unnecessary to forci¬ 
bly suppress counterrevolution, it will 
remain a necessity to clamp down, and 
mercilessly, on all incidents of insubor¬ 
dination against the workers’ republic. 
Revolution directly implies the break¬ 
down of the old authority, the smashing 
of the bourgeois state, its ‘bodies of 
armed men’. All the scum elements en¬ 
gendered by capitalist society - pimps, 
thieves, gangsters of all kinds - cannot 
but raise their heads at such a time. 

In its first months the workers’ state 
will inevitably be shaky - a class raising 
itself from nothing to the heights of state 
power is bound to take its first steps ten¬ 
tatively. At such a time the workers must 
stamp their authority with revolutionary 
boldness: “There is not a single great 
revolution in history that has not realised 
[that they must use an iron hand against 
such elements] ... and did not show salu¬ 
tary firmness by shooting thieves on the 
spot” (VI Lenin, ‘The immediate tasks of 
the soviet government’ in On soviet so¬ 
cialist democracy Moscowl977. p48). 

We are told, also, that I fail “to recog¬ 
nise that there is a connection between 
the kind of future we achieve and the way 
we fight for it”. Can it be that we have 
reached the heart of the matter? Is my 
crime, perhaps, that I separate means and 
ends? I do not, of course, say that eve¬ 
rything is permissible. We cannot arrive 
at communist society by deceiving the 
working class, or sugar-coating the truth, 
for example. Merely that whatever leads 
to the victory of the workers, to social¬ 
ism, to communism, is justified and nec¬ 
essary. 

In conclusion, I stand with that other 
“zealot”, Lenin: “... only mealy-mouthed 
petty bourgeois and philistines can 
dream - deceiving thereby both them¬ 
selves and the workers - of overthrow¬ 
ing capitalist oppression without a long 
and difficult process of suppressing the 
resistance of the exploiters” (VI Lenin, 
‘Democracy and dictatorship’ ibid 
pl08) • 






Their liberty: communists need a countryside programme 


Mark Metcalf (ed) The rich at play: foxhunting, land ownership and 
the 'Countryside Alliance’ Revolutions per Minute, Vol 9,2002, pp78 

Reynard and reaction 


A nyone who has recently examined the 
publications and website of the Coun¬ 
tryside Alliance will realise not only its 
financial power but also its nature as one of 
unsullied reaction. The alliance has been en¬ 
gaged in a radical hegemonic project over re¬ 
cent years in order to further its pro-hunting, 
avidly ruling class agenda. 

They know and we know that this project 
is reactionary, but there are two rather inter¬ 
esting elements at work here. The first is that 
the alliance very clearly sees itself as articu¬ 
lating what amounts to a cultural white terror 
against progressive forces on the centre and 
the left, as well as the usual myriad of anti¬ 
hunting groups ranged against them. The 
second element concerns the kinds of ideas 
they are using in order to further their histori¬ 
cally backward programme. The CA situates 
itself on that sticky ideological motif of liberty. 
This, of course, is not in order to further the 
expansion of democracy but to advance an 
anti-modem counter-enlightenment concep¬ 
tion of a feudal, rural past - untainted by the 
projects of scum like ourselves who seek to 
question their concept of liberty. 

This is a concept of liberty which leaves 
them to do anything they like on land stolen 
in the class struggles of the past. It is a libera¬ 
tion from those bourgeois and even Labour¬ 
ite restrictions on their freedom to oppress 
rural workforces, enclose common land and 
bump off the local grouse population at will. 
This, at the same time, as maiming and pros¬ 
ecuting anyone from subaltern classes who 
dare to poach from their stock. 

A decisive test of then ideological strength 
amongst rural and hunting communities will 
be the ‘Liberty and livelihood’ march on Sep¬ 
tember 22. Judging from past manifestations 
of the alliance it will be big - perhaps the big¬ 
gest demonstration in Britain for a generation. 
What is clear is that, whatever ideas of liberty 
and self-determination they advance, this 
project is regressive, even in bourgeois terms. 
Parts of the movement explicitly reject bour¬ 
geois democracy and are direct ideological 
descendants of the ‘church and king’ mobs 
of the 18th century and the Vendee reaction 
during the bourgeois revolution in France. 
Anybody who doubts the capacity for such 
movements to have real efficacy in bourgeois 
democracy should read Marx on Balzac. They 
amount to the clearest manifestation of all the 
traditions of the generations weighing so 
heavily upon us. The necromancy of the 
Countryside Alliance is a signal that the dead 
really can seize hold of the living. 

All the more useful then is the new edition 
of Revolutions per Minute, as usual edited 


by Mark Metcalf of Sunderland Fans Against 
Racism and Red Star Research. Explicitly deal¬ 
ing with hunting and the countryside as class 
questions, it deals a blow both to rural reac¬ 
tion and to the green anarchist groups - who 
in calling for the destruction of bourgeois civi¬ 
lisation themselves want to amt the clock back 
to the past. 

The question of liberty is central to this 
short collection of essays. The liberty to 
foxhunt is presented by the alliance as a his¬ 
torical right, yet one of the things that Mark 
and his co-writers pick up on is the very re¬ 
cent invention of the riadition of foxhunting. 
At the same time the writers also emphasize 
the land question in terms of historical theft 
and ownership. The work of Marxist histori¬ 
ans such Edward Thompson and Peter 
Linebaugh are important for the kinds of ques¬ 
tions raised about property and power and 
there is a key emphasis on history from be¬ 
low and the struggle for rural rights. As we 
shall see, however, there are some problems 
with their analysis. 

Trevor Bark’s article on the land question 
is possibly the finest piece in the collection, 
particularly in regal'd to the evolution of hunt¬ 
ing and its relationship to the class struggle. 
He goes back to Christopher Hill’s idea of the 
Norman yoke and reaffirms the centrality of 
hunting to agricultural enclosure. As Trevor 
points out. there are better population statis¬ 
tics for deer in medieval England than for 
human beings. 

His analysis of feudalism is a little vulgar, 
but the question of land ownership is directly 
connected to the ideological motif of liberty. 
In bourgeois society the liberty to foxhunt is 
often used as a political barometer for the ideo¬ 
logical dominance or decline of the landown¬ 
ing gentry. The blood sport question is central 
therefore to securing the ideological concep¬ 
tion of a way of life which is disappearing or 
being terminated by nasty, uppity bigots in 
Whitehall and their hunt saboteur lackeys out 
in the field. 

Trevor Bark also scotches all of the ruling 
class myths about foxhunting: that it unites 
all classes, that it is perfect training for war, 
and that it is not about ruling class pleasure 
at ‘blooding’ but is a legitimate device to con¬ 
trol nature. As great writers like Reg Groves 
and EP Thompson have pointed out in the 
past, there is a subaltern history to the coun¬ 
tryside. The attempts of the Countryside Al¬ 
liance to marshal the Jarrow marchers and the 
Tolpuddle martyrs to their side in order to ar¬ 
ticulate an old and free England is therefore 
nothing short of a disgrace. As Trevor Bark 
notes, the struggle for workers' liberty has 


nothing to do with the liberty of the ancien 
regime to oppress and shed the democratic 
content of all that the bourgeois order and 
nascent proletariat fought against them for. 

Mark Metcalf’s article on land ownership 
is very good and displays the importance of 
getting our facts right about ownership and 
control. We are engaged in an ideological 
and practical struggle for democracy, and 
truth and factuality are a large part of the 
armoury we use as Marxists. Pippa Gallop of 
Corporate Watch has also done some great 
work here on the individuals and organisa¬ 
tions standing behind the alliance and fund¬ 
ing it. The reactionary ideology of these 
people is displayed by one of its backers 
who said: “We are fighting for liberty and 
freedom. My warning for Mr Blair is that if 
he does not listen to us there will be a civil 
war in this country, the like we have never 
seen since the days of Cromwell and Fairfax” 
(p46). One wonders where this character 
would be standing on the field of Marston 
Moor. Would he be standing with that great 
fighter for the liberty of kings to oppress, 
Charles Stuart, or with that truly great bour¬ 
geois revolutionary, Cromwell, who, unbe¬ 
known to him. ushers in the world that the 
alliance are in flight from? 

There is much that is admirable in this short 
collection, but there are also serious shortcom¬ 
ings. Although the opposition to the alliance 
is noted throughout - particularly with regard 
to subaltern class politics - there is no serious 
attempt to get to grips with the organisation 
of our class. Instead we get the usual focus 
on a raggle-taggle band of hunt saboteurs and 
ramblers. Trevor Bark refers to the struggle 
against this reactionary movement as a strug¬ 
gle of poachers against keepers, but offers no 
lessons in how to confront the movement in 
practice. Ideological emphasis on the facts of 
ownership is one tiring, but we need to chal¬ 
lenge the direct action of a possible white ter¬ 
ror of the future with a more sustained 
organisational project. 

One has to remember that Captain Swing 
and the Luddites were not progressive, but 
movements oriented to the past, back to the 
‘golden age’ before the dark days of capital 
and the looming majesty of the industrial me¬ 
tropolis. There is little for us here but to note 
the defeated struggles of our class in birth. If 
we are to be the loom and machine breakers 
of the future than we break them not in order 
to regress to a past which has been terminated, 
but because the future offers us machines and 
ideas more suited to human liberation than 
those of capital - beyond, not before it • 

Martyn Hudson 


What we 
fight for 


■ Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing ‘parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionary party. Communists advocate the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’. We oppose every manifes¬ 
tation of sectionalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist ‘socialism’ are reactionary and anti-working 


■ Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human history. 

■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Don’t attack Iraq 

National demonstration 

Saturday September 28, London. 
Assemble 12.30pm, Embankment. On 
the eve of the Labour Party 
conference stop Bush and Blair’s war. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition 
and Muslim Association of Britain. 
Supported by CND 


Halt march to war 



Stop Bush and Blair - but no support for Saddam Hussein 


E choing George Bush, Tony Blair, 
speaking at the TUC, branded 
Saddam Hussein a “threat that 
has to be dealt with”. The question of 
exactly how to deal with Saddam - 
through UN arms inspectors, a palace 
coup, a light invasion, an overwhelming 
force - takes up acres of column space in 
the mainstream press day after day and, 
for the moment, remains an open one. 
But the message from Blair and Bush is 
essentially the same - something has to 
be done, and soon. 

Reflecting the increased tempo of the 
war drive, there are clear signs of prelimi¬ 
nary softening up. For example, the 
number of air strikes launched against 
Iraqi targets is rising sharply. The targets 
- air defence commands and control cen¬ 
tres, anti-aircraft guns and missile sites - 
are natural ones for an airforce looking 
to establish total air superiority in prepa¬ 
ration for an invasion. There are also big 
troop movement on the ground. 
ArabicNews.com reports the deploy¬ 
ment of some 60,000 American and Brit¬ 
ish troops along the Kuwait-Iraq border 
(September 7). Still well short of the esti¬ 
mated 250,000 needed to invade Iraq, but, 
combined with the 15,000 on the Jordan- 
Iraq border and 30,000 in the Kurdish area 
in the north of Iraq, they provide a sig¬ 
nificant basis on which to build an inva¬ 
sion force. 

But there are continuing complications 
on the political front. After a week of si¬ 
lence Bush finally interceded into the 
debate around the way forward by invit¬ 
ing Congressional leaders to the White 
House for light refreshments - and, no 
doubt, a little ami-twisting. Significantly, 
they obtained a promise that Congress 
would be allowed to vote on launching 
a military attack. The significance of this 
lies in the fact that Bush may well feel that 
he can ultimately overcome opposition 
on the UN security council if it can rea¬ 
sonably be portrayed as dithering in the 
face of a tangible threat, but to do so he 
would certainly need to be backed by 
Congress. He no doubt hopes that this 
will help him win support from the Ameri¬ 
can people. 

However, in the current climate, leav¬ 
ing aside continuing concerns about the 
ramifications of unilateral American ac¬ 
tion on its allies and its world standing, 
many minds will also be exercised by 
equally germane domestic concerns. 
Power is currently finely balanced on 
Capitol Hill. In the House of Representa¬ 
tives the Republicans have a small ma¬ 
jority of 13. The Senate is a slightly 
different matter - thanks to the defection 
of senator John McCain, the Democrats 
possess a wafer-thin majority of one. 
Mid-term elections in November will 
probably change the complexion of both 
houses, though in whose favour nobody 
knows. The most recent New,’ York Times / 
CBS opinion poll put the Democrats on 
41%, slightly ahead of the Republicans’ 
37%, but the difference is within the mar¬ 
gin of error. However, if, as is widely ex¬ 
pected, a vote on Iraq takes place before 
the recess in mid-October, then it could 
be the decisive factor in settling an al¬ 
ready finely balanced equation - and 
both Republicans and Democrats know 
it. Those contesting seats are bound 
have one eye on opinion polls which 


show less zeal on the part of the Ameri¬ 
can people for a unilateral attack on Iraq 
than they once did. 

At least there is one consolation for 
Bush. While divisions between Con¬ 
gress and the White House are yet to be 
resolved, his intervention seems to have 
gone some way to healing rifts within the 
administration itself. Colin Powell - the ad- 
ministration’s most prominent ‘dove’ - 
argued that seeking the approval of the 
UN security council did not mean that 
the US would lose its “option to do what 
we might think is appropriate to do”. A 
subtle shift of emphasis in the direction 
of unilateral action - away from arguing 
for the necessity of multilateralism. 

Meanwhile, the language of opposi¬ 
tion coming from Middle Eastern coun¬ 
tries is becoming more strident. After a 
two-day meeting of Arab foreign minis¬ 
ters Arab League chief Amr Mussa 
warned that the US would “open the 
gates of hell” if it attacked Iraq. In their 
closing statement the ministers rejected 
“any threat of attack against any Arab 
country, particularly Iraq, and believe 
such threats are directed against the se¬ 
curity of all Arab countries” (Middle 
East Times September 6). Iraqi vice-presi¬ 
dent Taha Yassin Ramadan put his own 
twist on this notion of “collective secu¬ 
rity” by demagogically calling on Arabs 
to fight against any US aggression 


“through their representatives and on 
their soil... by all means” (The Guardian 
September 11). As well as appealing to 
the Arab street and perhaps fearing an 
implosion of his regime, Saddam Hussein 
is attempting to shore up his support 
among the Iraqi people. Thus on Octo¬ 
ber 5 a referendum will be held to decide 
whether he retains the position of presi¬ 
dent. 

Of all the major imperialist powers Brit¬ 


ain has been the most vocal in its sup¬ 
port of Bush. Speaking to the TUC, Blair 
might have avoided using the formula 
‘regime change’ as an overt goal of any 
military action. Nevertheless that was the 
message. Iraq is “unrivalled as the 
world’s worst regime: brutal, dictatorial, 
with a wretched human rights record”. 
Allowing for a certain amount of hyper¬ 
bole, the substantive point - Saddam is 
bad - is undoubtedly true. It is certainly a 


charge that has more substance to it than 
claims about Iraq’s nuclear capability. 

While debate between the world’s lead¬ 
ers continues, opposition is welling up 
from below. The governments of France 
and Germany not only have their own 
Middle Eastern agenda but fear mass 
protests on a huge scale if they were to 
be seen to give any backing to the US. 
The same applies in Saudi Arabia, Jor¬ 
dan, Egypt, etc. An anti-war movement 
has begun to emerge in America too. Last 
weekend small anti-war gatherings/ 
marches took place in Los Angeles, 
Santa Monica and San Francisco. In Los 
Angeles a few thousand demonstrators 
gathered in MacArthur Park, one of the 
sites of protest against the Vietnam war. 
Of course, anti-war sentiment exists on 
nowhere near the scale seen then. But 
there can be no doubt that that can 
change, especially if the war begins and 
does not come to a swift end. The more 
protracted the war, the larger the opposi¬ 
tion will grow. 

Here all our efforts need to be focused 
on building for September 28 and, be¬ 
yond that, building the Socialist Alliance 
within the anti-war movement as the most 
consistent voice of internationalist op¬ 
position to the drive to war. We need a 
clear message - the main enemy is at 
home. Against the US-UK war but no 
support for Saddam Hussein. In other 
words we must deal with Blair and New 
Labour: the people of Iraq must use the 
opportunity represented by the war to 
deal with the Ba’ath regime. 

For his part Blair is vulnerable. Support 
for a war in the Parliamentary Labour 
Party is narrow, the TUC is equivocal and, 
more to the point, a clear majority of the 
population is opposed to an attack. In the 
event of a protracted war in Iraq and per¬ 
haps beyond (seizure of Saudi oil fields 
in the aftermath of the overthrow of the 
corrupt royal family) Blair’s determination 
to align himself with US imperialism could 
see him increasingly isolated and facing 
the sort of choice that confronted 
Ramsey MacDonald in 1931. The bigger 
the anti-war movement, the more deter¬ 
mined it is to use militant tactics, the 
greater chance we have of driving Blair 
and the Blairites out of the labour move¬ 
ment and putting it on a new, genuinely 
socialist, footing • 

James Mallory 


Subscribe! 


Subscription £ 
Donation £ 


€ 

€ 


Cheques and postal orders should 
be payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ 



6m 

lyr 

Inst. 

Britain & 
Ireland 

£15/€25 

£30/€50 

£55/€91 

Europe 

£20/€33 

£40/€67 

£70/€112 

Rest of 
world 

£28/€47 

£55/€91 

£80/€130 


Name 


Address 


Town/city. 
Postcode. 
Email_ 


Telephone. 


Date 


Special offer for new subscribers 

3 months for £5 


Return to: Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX, United Kingdom 



































